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An Appendix to the Anfwer totwo Athe- A general Reply to all the Papers and 


Appendixes that have yet been writ- 
ten by the Awabapti/ts again{t ours of 
Infant Baptifm, and particularly a full 
and diftinét Anfwer to the 27 Ssd/e- 
giftical Arguments of the Collateral 
Appendix. 


nian Mercuries , concerning Infant- 
Baptifm, containing divers Sylogitti- 
cal Arguments to difprove Pedo- Bap- 
tifm, and to prove the Baptifm of 
Believers. 


. IS very obliging (Gentlemen) that 

ye have at laft given the World an op- 
portunity to judge of your Demonftrations ; 
‘tis an eafie thing to ridicule any Opinion, and 
to fatyrize and blacken even Virtue it [elf but when we come to prove any thing, Truth takes 
place, fo that (Gentlemen) 7 your Tenets are Truth, they way be proved, and if you bave prov’d 
’em, they cannot be difprov'4, for ‘tis impoffible for Truth to be, and not to be at the fame time 5 
if you have not tprov'd ‘em, you ought to difmifs’em; for 'tis fiubbornne/s and folly to perfift in, 
and pretend to what cannot be done; befides, ’tis worfe than all this, when the Unity of the 
Church lies at ftake, and is unhappily divided, or the Divifion upkeld by fuch as pretend to be 
Difciples and Believers of the Prince of Peace and Union, 


. Arg.1. If none are to be baptized by the Anfw. The Argument is defeétive both in 
Authority of the great Commiffion or our the Form and Conclufion ; Teaching, and be- 
Blefled Saviour, Matrh.28. but fuch who are ing Taught, are inconvertible Terms, and con- 
firft made Difciples by being taught; then clude like themfelves, which is equally abfurd 
Iafants, who are not capable to be taught, with the Conclufion you have given VIZ Little 
ought not to be baptized. But none areto Babes, for Infants,we /peak to you as a Logician. 
be baptized by the Authority of the great 
Commiffion of our Bleffed Saviour, but fuch who are firft made Difciples by Teaching ; 
Ergo, Little Babes ought not to be baptized. 

Arg. 2. If Infant-Baptifm was never in- Anfw. This confequence is alfo irregular, 
fticuted, commanded, or appointed of God, and borrows a Relative for a Subftantive, fo 


Gentlemen, 
pr you defire Syllogifms, I have gra- 
tified you therein. 


Infants ought not to be baptized. But In- 
fant Baptifm was never inftitcuted,command- 
ed, or appointed of God 5 Ergo, They ought 
not to be baptized. 

As tothe Ad¢ajor; If one thing may be 
practifed as an Ordinance withouc an Infti- 
tution or Command of God, another thing 
may alfo; fo any Innovation.may be let in- 
co the Church. sn abil 
As to the Minor ; If there isan Infticution 
for.it, &c. tiseither contained in the great 
Commiffion, Adatth. 28. Mark.16.,-or { 
where elfe. Burt ‘tis not to be.found in che 
Commiffion, nor any where elfe; Ergo. 

The Major none will deny. 

The Minor I prove thus. None are to be 
baptized by verte of the ion, but 
{uch who are difcipled by che. Word, as I 
faid before, and. fo. the .Greek word wasy- 
viwarx fignifies. . 

If any fhould fay, Chrift commanded his 
Difciples to baptize all Nations, and Infants 
are part of Nations,therefore are to be bap- 
tized, Janfwer; ... 8 

Arg, 3. If all Nations, or any in the Na- 


tions ought.co be baprized before difcipled , 


thea Turks, Pagans, Unbelievers. and their 
Children may be baptized, becaufe they are 
a great part of rhe Nations. But Turks, Pa- 


gans an Unbelievers,-and their C ildren, 


not to be baptized 3 Ergo. os. 
the Autho- 


ought ed 5 J 
Befides that, Teaching ( by 


that we might juftly refufe any Anfwer to it 5” 
but fince we find almoft all the reft of your 
Arguments of the fame Thread, we {hall trouble 
our felves no farther about the Form, but exa- 
mine what you wou d have made demonftration 5 
only fince you pretend to Logick, we advife 
youto goto School again to learn better, or el/e 
ftay at home and ftudy the prudence of letting 
thofe things alone which yon underftand not. 

To return then to your firft Argument, we 
deny that part of it which was defign'd for the 
Minor (for we (hall examine the fecond after- 
wards) but we. give you fairer play than you 
cou d expeft in the Schools, for we'd prove the 
contrary, without putting yor upon that hard 
Task. of maintaining Impoffibilities, by fhew- » 
ing that Infants are, and always were inc/ud- 
ed in the Commiffion of Ditciple and Baptize 
all Nations, &c. See our following Appendix. 
-,dAsto the fecond Argument, the Major w# 
falfly fuppofitious, and therefore the confequence 
can conclude no more than falfe [uppofitions, as 
wih appear in our folowing Appendix. 


_ fa the Minor (for forms fake bar nor for the 
Senfe) you might have added, before Dilcipled 
next after the word Baptized :7his Argument 
indeed ss far beyond our reach, we guejiion not 
any thing but beyond tbe Authors too; for no one 
can make of it: Ts nonfenfe to go about to prove 
what every body grants;viz. T bat Heathens ought 
10 be difcipled before baptized or that Heathens 
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rity of the Commiffion 'muft go before Bap- 


tizing, we have proved ; which generally al! 

LearnedMen do affert: it the Inftitution ts to 

7 found any where elfe, they mutt fhew the 
ace. 


Children ought to be baptized before their oun 
or Parents Converfion; but the Cafe is far diffe- 
rent betwixt.the Children of telievers, and 
thofe of Heathens, as we {hall hereafter take 
occafion to demonftrate ,; and as for ‘your {ub- 


joyning, that you have prov'd that Teaching goes before Baptizing, "tis falfe 5 nor have you 
convers d with the generality of Learned Men, who agree with you in your fudgment about the 
order of the wonds in the Commiffion, for they are truly rendred thus, Go dif{ciple al Nations, 
baptizing them, 8cc. Teaching ’em, &c. The word Difciple being the Emphafis of the Com- 
miffion, and Baptizing and Teaching the Modification or Form of the Commiffion; tho’ if the 
Order had been inverted, and Teaching bad gone before Baptizing, it wou'd not at all avail you ; 
for the Commiffion mentioning neither Men, Women nor Children, includes all in their feveral 
Capacities, and you your felves will never be able to prove a diftinétion from the words ; bur we 
foall thew you by and by the true meafure of Fudging in [uch inexprefs Cafes. 


Arg.4. Faith and Repentance are required 
of all that ought to be baptized. Infants 
are not required to believe and repent, nor 
are they capable fo to do. £rge, Infants 
ought not to be baptized. 

The Major is clear, Aés 2.8, 10,16, Chap- 
ters; and ’tis alfo afferted by the Church of 
England, What is required of Perfons to be 
baptized? that’s the Queftion. The Anfwer 
is Repentance, whereby they forfake Sin; 
and Faith, whereby they ftedfaftly believe 
the Promife of God made to them in that 
Sacrament. 

The Minor cannot be denied. 
it from Romans the sth, and Ezekiel the 18th. 
reftritiive application from your own Principles. 


Arg. 5. That Practice that tends not to the 
Glory of God, nor to the Profit of rheChild, 
when done, nor in after times when grown 
up, but may prove hurtful and ofa dange- 
rous Nature to him, cannot be a ! ruth of 
God. But the Praétice of Infant-Baptifm 
tends not to the Glory of God, nor to the 
Profit of the Child when baptized, nor in 
after-times when grownup, but may prove 
hurtful, and of a dangerous Nature to him. 
Ergo. See Levit. 10.1,2. Where Mofes 
told Aaron, becaufe his Sons had done 
that which God commanded them not, that 
God would be fanttified by all that drew near 
unto bim ;intimating, that fuch who did that 
which God commanded not, did not fanétify 
or glorify God therein. Can God be glorifi- 
ed by Man’s Difobedience, or by adding to 
his Word; by doing that which God hath 
not required 2 Marth. 16. 9: In vain do you 
worfhip me, teaching for Dottrine the Com- 
mandments of Men: and that that Praétice 
doth profic the Child, none can prove 
from God's Word: And in after-times 
when grownup, it may caufe the perfon to 
think he was thereby made a Chriftian, @s. 
and brought into: the Covenant of Grace, 
and had it (ealed to him; nay, thereby, 
regenerated,for fo thefe Gentlemen in their 
Mercury, Decemb. 26. plainly intimate, and 
that Infants are thereby ingrafted alfo into 
Chrift’s Church-Sure all underftanding Men 
know Baptifm of Believers is not called Re- 
generation, but only metonymically,it being 
a Figure of Regeneration. But they igno- 


Anf{w. 4. Faith and Repentance are prere- 
quifite to all Adult perfons only, But how can 
ye have the Confidence to contradiét our Saviour 
after ye have already been told of it ? He fays, 
Children have Faith. (See our fecond Paper, ) 
As to Repentance, they have no need of it; for 
what mujt they repent of ? attual fins they have 
none; therefore in that re[pett they are as inno- 
cent, and as fit for the Seal of the Covenant, as 
Adult perfons that are made innocent by Repen- 
tance: And as for Original fin, we muft all die 
a Temporal Death, Young and Old; but it 
damns nore eternally, according to your own 
Dotirine: And as we remember, you maintain, 

So that this Argument ws very irrational in its 


Anfw. §. Jt muff firft be prov’d that Chil- 
dren are excluded the Commi(fion, Matth. 28. 
Lf we prove that they are inthe Commiffion (as 
we fhall endeavour when we have run over all 
your Arguments) we can eafily prove that to 
folkow the Inftitution and Command of our Sa- 
viour 1 bothto the Glory of God, and the benefit 
of the undertaker. But pray-bow can it prove 
hurtful (ab you affirm) oF of dangerous confe- 
quence to the Child to be baptiz'd? 4 it be- 
cane he may commit fin afterwards? So faid 
the Antient Hereticks that deferr’d Baptifm till 
the laft gafp? or ts tt (as you feem to intimate) 
becaufe he may turn Reprobate ? So Gud knows 


‘do too many Adult perfons after Baptifm: Bat 


what uw that to the purpofe? if they relapfe, they 
muft anfwer for'it’; but this does not invalidate 
the Baptilm of others. As for your Inferences 
of not commanded and’ Commandments of 
Men, we {hall fully confider ’emby and bys and 
as for Baptifm being call’d Regeneration in our 
Church Catechif{m, in faying, This Child is 
regenerate and born a-new, we believe not 
with the Papifts, that the att of Baptifm imme- 
mediately confers Grace ex opere operato, bat 
that it is only a Confignation or Seal of the Co- 
venant of Grage upon the Subject baptiz’d, The 
Antients calla Bapti(m l\amination 5 we Re- 
generation; and Sr. Paul bas a term pretty 
near it, The Laver of Regeneration ; and 
our Saviour calls « born anew; which we 
take to be Symbolical, as in the Lord’s Supper, 
This is my Body. So that all year long Para- 
phrafe is to maintain what is already granted. 


rantly affirm alfo, that Infants then have a Foederal Holinefs if this imagi li- 
~ nefs comes in by the Child’s Covenant in’ Baptifm, which may poll as Pin 
rous to them, and caufe them to think Baptifm confers fort which is a great Errour. 


“How can Water, faith Mr. Charnock, an external thing, wor 


upon the Sou! phyfically? 
“Nor 
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* Nor can it, faith he, be proved, that ever the Spirit of God is tied by any Promife, to 
“apply himtelf to the Soul in a gracious Operation, when Water is applied..co the Body: 
“If it were fo, then all that were baptized were regenerated, then all chat. were baptized 
 thould be faved, or elfe-the Doctrine of Perfeverance falls to rhe ground. Some indeed, 
* fays he, fay, that Regeneration is conferr’d in Baptifm upon the Elect, and exerts its fel F 
“afterwards in Converfion. But how fo aGive a Principle as a, Spiritual Life thould lie 


“ dead and afleep fo many years, cc. is not ealily conceived. On Regen. p.75. 


Arg. 6. lf theChurch of England fays,that 
Faith andRepentance are required of al] that 
ought to be baptized, and in fo faying fpeak 
truly, and yet Infants can’c perform thofe 
things; thenInfants ought not to be baptized. 
But the Church of England fays, that kaith 
and Repenrance are required of all fuch,c*c. 
and {peak truly, and yec Infants cannot per- 
form thefe things. Ergo, Infants ought not 
to be baptized. 

Object. It it be objected, That they affirm 
they do perform tt by their Sureties : 

Anfw. If Suretithip for Children in Bap- 
tifm isnot required of God, and the Sure- 
ties do not, cannot perform thofe things for 
the ( hild: then Suretifhip is not of God,and 
fo fignifies nothing, but is an unlawful and 
finful Undertaking. But Suretithip in Chil- 
drevs Baptifm is not required of God, and 
they donor, cannot pertorm what they pro- 
mife. Ergo. 

Do they,or can they caufe the Child to for- 
fake the Devil and all his Works, the Pomps and 
Vanities of tha wicked World, and all the finful 
Lufis of the Fie(h ? Ina word; Can they 
make the Child or children to repent and 
truly. believe in Jefus Chrift? for thefe are 
the things they promife for them,and in their 
Name. Alas, they want Power to do it for 
themfelves, and how then fhould they do ie 
for others? Befides, we fee they never mind 
nor regard their Covenant in the Cafe: and 
will not God one Day fay, Who has re- 
quired thefe things at your Hands ? 


Anlw. 6. ’Tis not only a veryanbandfom, 
but aljo an inadvertent Charge you makg upon 
the Church of England, to ferve your own 
turns, before ye have exanined her Principles, 
or truly weighed your own; pray in what Edi- 
tion was it that you [aw the word all, all per- 
fons to be baptiz’d ? But fuppofe by an Errour 
all fhou’d be flipt in it, I'm [ure w’s no where 
added, that Faith and Repentance are required 
before-hand, of all perfons ; they mean no 
more than thus; Viz. of alithat are attually 
capable, when adult, or of baptized Children 
after they come to be grown up. 

As for Suretifhip, it bas probably been al- 
ways the Cuftom from the Apojtles days, who 
no doubt had it from the Jews, long before our 
Saviour’s time, who when they profelyted any 
Heathen Families into their Religion, they 
baptiz’d em, and all that were capable anfwer- 
ed for themfelves, and thofe that were not bad 
Sponfors, or fuch as anfwered for’em. We find 
this prattice no where tondemn'd by any of the 
Prophets, our Saviour bimfelf, nor any of his 
Apoftles, who cow a not be ignorant thereof, and 
then we need not be afraid of the Cenfure of the 
Anabaptifts. The firft time that we find this 
Cuftom quarrell'd with, was two hundred years 
after our Saviour, the Primitive Church usd 
it then; for it is impoffible to Cenfure a Cuftom 
that had no being; i was, Tertullian, bis 
words are thefe, Quid enim necefle eft Spon- 
fores etiam periculo ingeri, @« ? What ne- 
ceflity is there that Sponfors fhould expofe 
themfelves to danger, who through death 
may fail, cc ? Some perhaps who have not feen 


this Controverfie, may doubt of this Cuftom amongft the Fews, uch we refer to our fecond Paper, 
where we bring [ome Authorities from the Jews themfelves, tho it’s unquestionavle amongst all 
the Antient Writers, and 1s in part (if we ncededit ) confest by our <ntagonifts themfelves in 
giving an InStance (Arg. 7.) of 4 Difpute about the Legality of it betwixt two Rabbies, which 


fhews its being a pratiice, as we inferr d before, 


But asto what follows about promifing for the Infant, is meant no more than their utmoft en- 
deavour for the Child to do fo and fo, and that's the utmost any qué.can promife for himfelf whin 


adult, or bap:ized at the years of difcretion, 


Argun. 7. Tf there be no Precedent in. the 
Scripture, (as there is no Precept) that any 
Infanc was baptized, chen Infants ought not 
to be baptized. But there isno Precedent 
that any Infant was baptized in theScripture. 
Ergo, 

If there is any Precedent or Example in 
Scripture that any Infane was baptized, lec 
them ihew us where we may find it. 

Erafmus faith, Tis no where exprefled in 
‘the Apottolical Writings, . that they bapri- 
“zed Childten. Union of the Church, and on 
Rom. 6. i 

Calvin faith, ‘ It is no where exprefied by 
‘the Evangenlts, that any one lafane was 
‘baptized by the Apoftles. Jnfiit. tc. 16. 
“Book 4. 


Aol. 7.. This is ane of the moft extravagant 
Pofitions we ever met with, and condemns not 
only all Chrijtian Churches, but the Anabaptifts 
own pratlice. What think you of your Wives com- 
municating > (hew.me, one female Precedent in 
all the Scripture, ora literal proof of All. the 
Articles of your Faith : We grant moft of em 
to be expres, but\ not all; | believe the holy 
Catholick -Church, the, Communion of 
Saints, &c. How wil! you come off in fuchcafes 
without the belp of neceffary comfequences 5 as 
for the few Authorities you mention, there's none 
that fay that Infaur-Baptifm t not to be found 
in the Scripture by neceffary confequence,, bye 
only that the expre/s,Lerms are not ta be found, 
fo that they are cited to no purp aid. 

: | ‘i 
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Ludovicus Vives faith, * None of old were wont to be baptized but in grown Age, and. 
‘ who defired and underftood what it was. ide Ludov. . 

The Magdeburgenfes fay, “That concerning the baptizing the Adulte, both Jews and 
: a we have fufhicient proof from Aés 2, 8, 10; 16 Chapters; but as to the bap- 
“ tizing of Infanes,chey can meet. with no example in Scripture. Magdeb- Cent. 1.2.p. 489, 

Dr. Taylor faith, ‘It is againft the perpetual Analogy of Chrift's Do@rine to baptize 
‘ Infants : For befides that Chrift never gh any Precept to baptize them, nor ever him- 
“nor his Apoftles ( that appears ) did baptize any of them: All that either he 
‘or his Rs swat faid concerning it, requiresfuch previous Difpofitions of Baptifm, of 
* which infants are not capable, viz. Faith and Repentance. Lib. Proph, p. 239. 


Arg. 8. If whatfoever which is neceflary  Anfw. 8. All the Authorities you bring are 
to Faith and Praétice is left intheHolyScrip- needlefs, for we fay the fame; viz. That the 
ture,that being a compleat and perfect Rule, Scripture is a full and perfet? Rule for all mat- 
and yetInfant- Baptifm isnot contained or to ters of Faith, either in expre/s words, or in ne- 
be found therein, then Infant-Baptifm is not ceffary confequences, amongft which we fhall 
of God. But whatever is neceflary to Faith uickly prove Infant-Baprifm to be one. 
and Praétice, is contained in the Holy Scriptures, @c. But Infane-Baptifm is not to be 


found therein ; Ergo, , 
That the Scripture is a perfect Rule, &c. we have the Confent of all the Antient Fa- 


thers and Modern Divines. ip Ser 

Athanafius faith, ‘ The Holy Scriptures being Infpirations of God, are fufficient to al! 
“Inftructions of Truth. Athan. againft the Gentiles, 

eo ge faith, ‘ All chings be plain and clear in the Scripture ; and whatfoever are 

needful, are manifeft there. Chry/of?.on2 Theff. and 2 Tim. 2. 

Bafil faith, ‘ That it would be an Argument of Infidelity, and a moft certain fign of 
‘Pride, if any Man fhould reje& any thing written, and fhould introduce things not 
‘written. Ba/il in his Sermon de Fide, ' 

Auguftine faith, ‘In the Scriptures are found all things which contain Faith, mannér of 
‘ Living, Hope,Love,ce. Let us, faith he, feek no farther chan what is written of God our 
Saviour, left a Man would know more than the Scriptures witnefS. -4ugu/?. in his 198 
Epiftles to Fortunat. Rates 

Theophylaét faith, ‘ It is part of a Diabolical Spirit, to think any thing Divine, without 
the Authority of the Holy Scriprure. £1). 2. Pafchal. 

Ifychius faith, ‘ Let us who will have any thing obferved of God, fearch no more but 
‘ that which the Gofpel doth give unto us. Lib. 5. c. 16. on Levit. 

Bellarmin faith, ‘ That chough the Arguments of the Anabaptifts, from the defect of 
*“Command or Example, have a great Ulfe againft the Lutherans, forafmuch as they 
‘ ufe chat Rite every where, having no Command or Example, theirs is to be rejected ; 
* yet is it of no force again{t Catholicks, who conclude the Apoftolical Tradition is of no 
*lefs Authority with us than the Scripture, @c. This of Baptizing of Infants is an Apo- 
*ftolical Tradition, Bellarm. in his Book de Bapr. l. 1. ¢.8. 

Mr. Ball faith, ‘ We mutt for every Ordinance look to the Inftitution,and never ftretch 
‘it wider, nor draw it narrower than the Lord hath made it, for heis che Inftitutor of 
* the Sacraments according to his own pleafure ; and ‘tis our part to learn of him, both to 
‘whom, how, and for what End the Sacraments are to be adiminiftred. Ball, in bis Anfwer 
to the New-England Elders, p. 38, 39. 

And as to the Minor, tis acknowledged by our Adverfaries, it is not to be found in 
the Letter of che Scripture. And as to the Confequences drawn therefrom, we have 
proved, they are not natural from the Premifes; and though we admit of Confequences 
and Inferences, if genuine, yet not in the cafe of an Inftitucion refpecting a practical Or- 
dinance that is of meer pofitive Right. 


Arg.g. If Infant-Baptifm was an Inftitu- Anlw. 9. ‘Tis a falfe Suppofition 5 have not 
tion of Chrift, the Pedo-Baptifts could not Chrijtians differ’d extreamly about the Nature 
beat a lofs about the Grounds of the Right of ‘fuftifying Faith ? yer he’s no Chriffian 
Intants have to Baptifm: But the Pedo- that denies fuch a Faith. There's no need the 
Baptifts are at a t Lofs,.and differ ex- Scripture fhow’d particularly mention the Ends 
ceedingly about Grounds of the Right of Pedo-Baptifm, fince there is but one Baptifm 
Infants have to Baptifm ; “Ergo, “tis no \In- for all; tho’ more Subjetts of that one Baptifm. 
ftitution of Chrift. 

As tpatliies the Major, I argue thus; That which is an Inftitution of Chrift, the Holy 
Scripture doth fhew, as well the End and Ground of the Ordinance, as the Subjeét and 
Manner of it. But the Scripture {peaks nothing of the End or Ground of Pedo-Baptifm, 
or for what reafon they ought to be baptized ; Ergo, ’tis no Inftitution of Chrift. 

The Minor is undeniable; Some affirm, as we have fhewed, p. 15. it was to take away 
Original Sin. Some fay it is their Right by the Covenant, they being the Seed of Belie- 
vers. Others fay, Infants have Faith of their own, and therefore have a Right. Others fay, 
They have 2 Ri ht by the Faith of their Sureties. Some ground their Right from an 
haart on; othersupon the Auchority of Scripture. Some fay, All Children 
of profefled Chriftians ought to be baptized; others fay, None but the Children of true | 
Believers 


VOL. V. 


end this Controverlie. 


Arg. 10. If theChildren of believing Gen- 
tiles, asfuch, are not che natural nor {piritu- 
al Seed of Abrabam, they can have no Right 
to Baptifm, or Church-Memberthip, by vir- 
tue of any Covenant-tranfaction God made 
with Abraham. But theChildren of believin 
Gentiles, as fuck, are not the natural an 
{piritual Seed of <braham; Ergo, 

Arg, 11. Ifo Man can prove from Scrip- 
ture, that any {pirirual Benefit redounds to 
Infants in their Baptifm, ‘tis no Ordinance 
of Chrift. But no Man can prove from 
Scripture,thac any {piritual Benefit redounds 
to Infants in their Baptifm ; Ergo. 

Arg. 12. That cannot be an Ordinance of 
Chrift, for which there is neither Command 
nor Example in all God‘s Word, nor pro- 
mife co fach Who do it,nor Threatnings to 


. umd. 2, 
Believers have 2 Right to it. Sure, if it was an Ordinance of Chrift, his Word would foon 


Anfww. 10, The Children of Believers are the 
Spiritual Seed of Abraham, till by aitual fin 
unrepented of, they are orberwife, as we have 
in part fhewnin the preceding nfwer to the 
fourth Argument, and {hall farther demonfrate 
when we come by and byto treat of Foederal 
HolinefS, that great Point about which moft 


- of this Conteft depends, 


Anf11. We'll prove the fame {piritual Bene- 
fits belong to baptiz’d Infants, if either they die 
fuch,or afterwards live well 5 as ye can prove be- 
lengs to adult baptiz’d Believers;and their mifery 
is but the fame if they don’t, with that of adult 
baptiz'd perfons that apoftatize from the Faith. 

Anfw. 12. As we {aid before, we'll prove 
by and by that Infants are included in the 
Commiflion ; and if So this Argument faks 
with rhe firft. 


fuch who negle& it. But there is no Command or Example in all the Word of God 
for the baptizing of little Babes, nor Promife made to fuch who are baptized, nor Threat- 


nings to fach who are not; Ergo. 


That the Child lies under a Promife who is baptized, or the Child under any Threat- 
ning or Danger that is not baptized, let tiem prove it, fince it is denied. 


4rg.13. If no Parents, at any time or 
times, have been by God the Father, Jefus 
Chrift, or his Apoftles, either commended 
for baptizing of their Children, or reproved 
for neglecting to baptize them; then Infant- 
Baptifm is no Ordinance of God. But no 
Parents at any time or times have been by 
God commended for baptizing of their 
Children, @c. Ergo, Infant Baptifm is no 
Ordinance of God. 

This Argument will ftand unanfwerable, 


unlefs any thew who they were that were ever commended for 


Anfw. 1 3. Pray Sir not fo peremptory ; your 
Argument ws certainly anf{werable, unlefs you 
will deftroy Laying on of Hands, one of the 
Principles of the Chriftian Religion ; for by 
your unanf{nerable way of arguing, that and In- 
fant Bapti{m muff run one fate. None was ever 
commended or reproved in Scripture for 
being or not being the Subject of Laping 
on of Wands ; Ergo, ‘Tis no Principle of 
Chriftian Religion ; but this by the by fhews 
how ftrong and conclufive your Arguments are. 


bapeizing their Children, 


or reproved for negle¢ting it, or unlefs they can fhew a parallel cafe. 


Arg. 14. If Men were not to prefume to 
alter any thing inthe Worfhip of God under 
the Law, neither to add thereto, or dimi- 
nifh therefrom, and God is as ftriét and ‘ol 
lous of his Worfhip under the Gofpel ; then 
nothing ought to be altered in God’s Wor- 
{hip under the Gofpel. But under the Law 
Men were not to prefume fo to do,and God 
is as ftrict and jealous under the Gofpel ; 
Ergo. 

The Major cannot be denied. 

The A4inor is clears; See thon make all 

things according to the Pattern fhewed thee in 


the Mount, Exod,25. 40. and Levit. 10. 1, 2. 
fuming to vary from the Command of God, and Uzzah, thou 
ces, as they-may feem to us. How dare Men adventure, this 


Anf{w. 14. You might have told every body 
that the Conclufion of = Argument is, No- 
thing ought to be altered in God’s Wor- 
fhip under the Gofpel. We can’t well fee how 
Baptifm ss properly; call’d a Worfhip of God; 
but fuppofe it was, for we need not catch at 
words, it word follow that the Church has ever 
alter'd it from what it was in the Apoftles days, 
as we {hall fhew you prefently ; in the mean 
time remember that diminifhing has the fame 
Threatning as adding , and if fo, your own 
Argument concludes againft your felves, 


See how Nadab and Abibu fped, for pre- 
but.in fmall Circam(tan- 
ing fo, to change Baprifm 


from Dipping into Sprinkling, and the Subject, from an Adult Believer, to an ignorant 


Babe ? Add thou not unto his Word, &c. 


Arg.15. Whatfoever Praétice opens a 
Door to any humane T raditions and Innova- 
tions in God’s Worfhip,is a great Evil, and to 
be avoidad: But the Practice of Infant-Bap- 
tif{m opens a Door to any humane Traditions 


Anfw. 15. The Minor is 4 falfe Charge ; 
for we have already told you, tis included in 
our Saviour's Commiffion, as we fhall evince 
by and by. ¥ 


and Innovations in God’s Worthip, Ergo, co fprinkle or baptize Infants isa great Evil, 


and to be avoided. 
The A4Zajor will not be denied. 


shad spam Ban gaat an - -, Scri 
Example for fuch a Pra@tice in God’s | a 
Church hath Power to do one thing, fhe may do another, and fo ad 


for it, no Command nor 
if without Scripcure-Authority the 
infinitum. ait 0 
Arg. 16 


Arg, 16. Whatfoever Practice reflects 
upon the Honour, Wifdom and_ Care of 
Jefus Chrift, or renders him lefs faithful 
than Mofes, and the New Teftament in one 
of its great Ordinances, (nay, Sacraments, ) 
to lie more obfcure in God’s Word, than 
any Law or Precept under’ the Old Tefta- 
ment, cannot be of God. Burt the Practice 
of Infant-Baptifm reflects on the Honour 
Care and Faithfulnefs of Jefus Chrift, an 
renders him lefs faithful than A4Zofes, and a 
great Ordinance, (nay, Sacrament) of the 
New Teftament, to lie more dark and ob- 
{cure than any Precept under the Old Te- 
ftament; Ergo, Infant-Baptifm cannot be 
of God. | 

The 44ajor cannot be denied, 

The Minor is eafily proved: For he is 
bold indeed who fha!! affirm Infant-Baptifm 
doth not lie obfcure in God’s Word. One 
great Party v hoaflert ir, fay, “tis not tobe 
found in the Scripture at all, but ‘tis anun- 
written Apoftolical Tradition : Others fay, 
it lies not in the Letter of the Scripture, but 
may be proved by Confequences ; and yet 


Anf. 16 The obfcurity of the Ordinance of 
Infant-Baptijm does not at all refie on the 
Wifdom, Care or Faithfulne{s of Fefcus Chrifz, 
fince his Apofties to whom be deliver’d the 
Commilfion were Fews 5 and fince at the fame 
time it was a continual ferled Custom amongst 
the Fews, to baptize whole Families (Men, Wo. 
men and Children) of profelyring Heathens, [o 
that it being the Cuftom to baprize all, there 
was no need of any thing farther than a general 
Commiffion. If there had been any occafion, our 
Saviour wou'd have excepted em out of bis Com- 
miffion; but we find nothing of that in any of 
his, or his Apoftles Writings, fo thar the true 
and real flate of the Queftion fhoud be this; 
Whether Children are by Jetus Chrift or 
his Apoftles forbid to be baptiz’d; or when 
or where they are excepted out of the 
Univerfal Practice, we appeal to the com- 
mon fenfe 6fall Mankind : Jf this is nor the 
mioft natural and genuine Conclufion that can 
be made, and if fo, whether the Comiffiox is 
at all darkly deliver’d, or more darity for Chil- 
dren than for Men or Women, for neither are 
particulariz d, , 


fome great Affercers of it, as Dr. Hammond and others fay, Thofe Confequences com- 
monly drawn from divers Texts for it, are without demonftration, and fo prove nothing. 
I am fure a Man may read the Scripture a hundred times over, and never be thereby 
convinced 5 he ought to baptize his Children, tho’ it is powerful co convince Men of al! 


other Duties. 


Now can this be a Truth, fince Chrift who was more faithful than 4o/es, and delivered 
every thing plainly from the Father ? A¢o/es left nothing dark as to matter of Duty, tho’ 
the Precepts and external Rites of his Law were numerous, two or three hundred: Pre- 
cepts, yet none were at a lofs, or had need to fay, Isthisa Truth or an Ordinance, or 


not? for he that runs may read it. 


And {hail one pofitive Precept given forth by Chrift, who appointed fo few in the New 
Teftament, be fo obfcure, as alfo the ground and end of it, that Men fhould be confound- 
ed about the Proofs of it, together with the end and ground thereof? See Heb. 3. 5, 6. 


Arg.17. ThatCuftom orLaw which A4Zofes 
never delivered to the Jews,nor is any where 
written in the old Teftament, was no Truth 
of God, nor of Divine Authority. But 
that Cuftom or Law to baptize Profelytes, 
either Men, Women or Children, was never 
given tothe Jews by Ades, nor is it any 
where written in the Old Teftament ; Ergo, 
It was no Truth of God, nor of Divine 
Authority : And evident it is, as Sir Nor- 
ton Knatchbul fhews, *‘ Thatthe Jewifh Rab- 
‘bins differed among themfelves alfo about 
‘ic: For, faith he, Rebbi Eliexer exprefly 


Anfw. 17. Suppofe we grant it, that this 
Cuftom of the Fews was not given by Mofes, 
nor was of any Divine Inftitution, but only an 
Univer{al Prattice crept im by degrees, yet our 
Saviour's not altering it (if he did, (hem where) 
but confirming it by ineffencing it into his Com 
miffion, does fufficiently authorize and make tt 
a Divine Inftitution—That inftance of Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Jofhua’s Di/pute, if we 
had need of it, confirms the Cuftoms, for they 
con'd not difpute abou: athing that ws not, as 
we have above remarked. 


‘contradicts Rabbi Fofhua, who was the firft I know of who aflerted this fort of Bap- 


* cifm among the Jews: 


For Eliezer, who was contemporary with Rabbi Fofhua, if he 


* did not live before him, aflerts, that a Profelyte circumcifed and not baptized, was 


‘a true Profelyte. 


Arg. 18. If Baptifm is of mere pofitive 
Right, wholly depending on the will & So- 
vereign Pleafure of Jefus Chrift, the great 
Legiflator: And he hath not required or 
commanded Infants to be baptized : then In- 
fants ought not to be baptized: But Baptifm 
isof mere pofitive Right, wholly dependin 


Anfw. 18, This is the old Story in another 
drefs, and one woud think a Queftion fo often 
begg'd without obtaining, fhow d be equally nau- 
feous and ridiculous, We fay our Saviour did 
inflitute Infant-Baptifm. See Anf. 16. 4s for 
Abpabay Heirs, we fhall {peak of it in its 
place. 


on the Will and Soveraign Pleafure of Jeius Chrift, the great Legiflator, and he hath 
not required or commanded Infants to be baptized; Ergo, Infants ought not to be 


baptized. 


This Argument tends to cut off all the pretended Proofs of Pedo-Baptifm, taken 
from the Covenant made with 4brabam ; and becaufe Children are {aid to belong to the 
Kingdom of Heaven, ic was not the Right of Abrabam’s Male Children to be circumcifed; 
becanfe theyswere begotten, and born of the Fruit of his Loins, till he received Com? 


mand- 


VOL. V. 
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mandment from God to circumcife them. Had hedohecit before, or without a Com- 
mand from God, it would have beea Will-Worthip in him fo ro:have.doe: More- 
over, this farther appears to be fo, becaufe no godly Man’s Children, nor othersin atbrx- 
ham’s days, nor fince, had any Right thereto, but only hisGhildren, (or fuch: avho vere 
bought with his Money, or were profelyred co the Jewith Religion) bécanfechep had no 


Command from God fo todo, as Abraham had. This being true, it followsy thacif:we 
{hould grant Iafants of believiig Gentiles, as fuch, were theSeed 6f raban) which we 
deny) yet unlefs God had commanded them to. baptize their Ghildren, chey ought wet to 


do it; and if they do it without aCommand or Authority from Chrift; it will be-foud 


an A& of Will-Worthip in them. 


“rg.1g. Allthat were baptized in the A- 
poftolical Primitive Times.w ere baptized up- 
onthe Profeilion of Faith, were baptized into 
Chrift, and thereby puc on Chrift, and were 
all one in Chrift fefus, and were Abra- 
ham’s Seed and Heirs, according to Promife. 
But Infants, as (uch, who are baptized, were 
not baptized upon the Profeflion of their 
Faith, nor did they put on Chrift thereby, 
nor are they all one in Chrift Jefus, alfo are 
not Abraham’s Seed, and Heirs according to 
Promile; Ergo, Infants ought not to be 
baprized. 

Mr. Baxter confirms the Subftance of the 
Major. Thefe are his very words, i.e. 4s 
many as have been baptized have put on Chriff, 
and are all one inChrift Felus; and are Abra- 
ham’s Seed, and Heirs, according to the Pro- 
mife, Gal. 3. 27, 28, 29. ‘ This {peaks the 
“Apoftle, faith he, of the Probability 


NA 


Anfw. 19. Who rol you bat all ar were 
baptized in the Apofties times, 8ec. . were, Xe. 
Have ye kept any correlpondence with Erra-Pa- 
cer ? Or where hed jox sour imtellipenre ? 
Nothing will convince you but to find fome place 
in Scriprure where Children made  onfeffian of 
their Paith before they wou'd {peaks word ye 
have any thing fpoken of Chiidrer, but what is 
proper to their Nature? Do but fappo/t wirh 
your felf, that a Believers Child was baptized, 
what ufe could the Apoffles make of any of its 
looks, fmiles, tears or attions, that could help 
on with the great work of Chriftianity? Certain- 
ly it wonld be below their gravity to mention 
fuch things in their Writings: All that you 
Argument proves is this; All fuch as profe(t 
their Faith were baptized and put on Chrift, 
did profefs cheir Faith, were baptized and 
put on Chrift, which is a leaving che Argu- 
ment where you found it. 


“ grounded ona credible Profeffion, @c. Baxter's Confirm, Reconcil. pag. 32. 
The Mixor will ftand firm till any can prove Infants by a vifible Profeffion have put on 


Chrift, are all one in Chrift Jefus, are Abraham's Seed, and Heirs accordin 


to Promife. 


Evident it isynone are the Spiritual Seed of Abrabam,but {uch who have the Faith of Abra- 
bam, and are truly grafted into Chrift, bya Saving Faith. If any objeét, We read of fome 
whio were baptized who had no Saving Faith, but were Hypocrites. I anfwer ; Had they 
appeared to be fuch, they had not been baptized, nor had they a true Right thereto. 


Arg. 20. Baptifm is the folemnizing of 


the Souls Marriage-Union with Chrift, 
which Marriage-Contract abfolutely requires 
an actual prof:flion of confent. Infants are 
not capabie to enter into a Marriage-Union 
with Chrift,nor to make a Profeffion or Con- 
fent ; Ergo, Infants ought not to be baptized. 

The 4¢«jor our Oppofites generally grant; 
particularly fee what Mr. Baxter faith, ‘ Our 
*Baptiim is the folemnizing of our Mar- 
‘riage with Chriit. Thefe are his words, 
» 32. 

The 44inor none can deny : No Man fure 
in his right Mind, will affere thae little 
Babes are capable to enter into a Marriage- 
Relation with Chrift, and to make a Pro- 


An{w. 20, grant that Bapti/m is a Mar- 
rying us with Chrift, but bow comes it to be ab- 
folurely neceffary that there be a’ Mutual Con- 
fent : We grant it necé(fary in Adult perfons, 
but not in Children, and muf{t Children be dam- 
nea therefore, for not doing what they are not 
able? then no Children could be faved 3 then 
our Saviour. has in vain affured us, That 
of fuch is the Kingdom of Heaven, which 
cannot be without being one with Chrift, or mar- 
ried to him. Whatever fenje the Author makes 
Mr. Baxter’s words to fpeak, they cannot be 
Truth if they contradict our Saviours, Reader, 
obferve what poor Observations our Antagonift 
bas made in the latter end of his Paragraph. 


feffion of a Confent : And the Truth is, he in the next words gives away his Caufe ; viz. 
‘And ’tis, faith he, a new and ftrange kind of Marriages where there is no Profeflion of 


*Confent; p. 32. How unhappy was chis Manto plea 


for fuch a new and firange kind of 


Marriage? Did he find any little Babe he ever baptized. (or. rather rantized) to make a 


Profeflion of Confent to be married to Jefus Chri 


? If any thould object, he {peaks of 


the Baptifm of che Adult. I anfwer, his words are thefe, * Our Bapriim is, @c. Befides, 
will any Pedo-Baptiit fay, that the Baptifm of the,Adulc is the folemnizing of the Souls 
Marriage with Chrift, and not the Baptifm of Infants? Reader, obferve how our Oppo- 
fires are forced fometimes to {peak the Truth, though it overthrows their own Praétice 
of Pedo-Bapti{m. 

Aig 21. If the fins of no Perfons are for- 
civen them till they are converted, then 
they muft not be baptized for the Forgive- 
nefs of them, till they profelS themfelves 


An{w. 21. How ! the:fins of no perfons for- 
given till they are converted ? Are Infants per- 
fons or not? if they are perfoms, according to 
this Argument.they are all damned; for they 

to 


a? Nog sae om sete Pir gre i a0 ae 
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to be converted ; 

are ; em till they are converted; what end was this Argument brought, fixce we 
Ergo, perfon t to be baptized for always granted that st concludes for Adult per- 
the Forgivenefs of » till chey profefs fovs? Mr. Baxter’s words which you have fo 
they are converted [trangely perverted (for he [p-aks of the 4 dult ) 


Mr. Baxter in the faid Treatife lays down 
the Subftance of this Argument aifo; take 
his own words, i. e. ‘ As their fins are not forgiven them till they are converted, Afar 
‘ 4. 12. fo they muft not be baptized for the Forgivenefs of them, till they profe{s them- 
© felves converted ,feeing to the Church, on effe, and non apparere is all one. Repentance to- 
‘wards God, and Faith towards our Lord Jefus, is che Sum of that Preaching chat makés 
‘Difciples, Aas 20.21. Therefore, faith he, both thefe mult by a Profeffion feem to 
“ be received, before any at Age are baptized ; p. 30,31. And evident itis, fay I, from 
hence, none but fuch at Age ought tobe baptized. * Philip caufed the Eannch to 
‘before he would baptize him, that he believed that Fefus Chrift is the Son of God. Say; 
© had alfo, faich he, more than a bare Profeflion before Baptilm, “@s 9.5, 15,17. p. 28. 
© The Promife it felf, faith he, doth exprefly require a Faith of our own, of all the Adule 
* chat wil) have part in the Priviledges : Therefore there is a Faith of our own, that is 
© the Condition of our Title; ark 16.16. p. 16. 

He might have added by the Force of his Argument; therefore Infants fhould not 
have the Priviledges: I argue thus, vz. 

Arg. 22. If there is but one Baptifm of 


: oh 
Drofeis 


Anfw. 22. You rua a little too falt, and 


Water left by Jefus Chrift in the New Te- 
ftament, and but one Condition or Manner 
of Right thereto ; and that one Baptifm is 
that of the Adulc; then Infant-Baptifm is no 
Baptifm of Chrift. But there is but one 
Baptifm in Water left by Chrift in the 
New Teftament, and but one Condition 


take it for granted, that Baptitm is only of the 
Adult, and bring a Conclusion from your own 
Principles, without ever proving the Principles 
themfelvess for we cannot grant the Major, but 
fhall immediately fhew the Errours of it, and of 
the preceding ones which we have already pro- 
mifed, 


and Manner of Right thereto, and chat one Bapti(m is that of the Adule; Ergo, Infant- 
Baptifm is no Baptifm of Chrift. 

Mr. Baxter faith, Faith and Repentance is the Condition of the Adult, and as to any 
other Condition, I am fure the Scripture is filent; the Way of the Lord is one, ove Lord, 
oxe Faith, one Baptifm, Eph.4.§. 

“If Profeffion of Faith were not neceffary, faith Mr. Baxter, coram Ecclefié, to Church- 
*Membertfhip and Priviledges, then Infidels and Heathens would have Right; alfo, faith 
“he, the Church and the World would be confounded. He might have added, but In- 
fidels and Heathens have no ae to Church-Memberfhip, ec. Ergo. ‘’Tis a granted 
* Cafe among all Chriftians, faith he, that Profeffion is thus neceflary, the Apoftles and 
* Antient Church admitted none without it; p. 21. And if.fo, why. dare any now adays 
admit of Infants, who are capable to make no Profeffion. He adds, ‘ Yea Chrift in his 
* Commiffion directeth his Apoftles to make Difciples, and then baptize them, promif- 
‘ing, He that believeth, and is baptized, (hall be faved, Mark 16. 16. pag. 27. Furthermore 
he ith, * If as many as are baptized into Chrift, are baptized into his Death, and are buried 
* with bim by Baptifm into Deaths that like as Chrift was raifed from the Dead, /o we aljo fhould 
“walkin Newne/s of Life, &c. _Thenno doubt, faith he, but fuchas were to be baptized, 
“did firft profefs this Mortification, and a Confent to be buried, @c. In our Baprifin 
* we put off the Body of the Sins of the Flefh, by the Circumcition of Chrift, being buried 
‘with him, and raifed with him through Faith, quickened with him, and having all our 1re{paffes 
* forgiven, Col.2. 11, 12,13. And will any Man (fays he) yea, will Pau! afcribe a} this 
“to thofe that did not fo much as profefs the things fignified ? Will Baptitin, in the Judg- 
* ment of a wife Man, do all this for an Infidel, (or, fay I, for an Infant ) that cannot 


* make a Profeffion that he is a Chriftian ? pag. 31,32. He proceeds. 


4rg. 23. The Baptized are in Scripture 
called Men wathed, fanctified, juftified; they 
are called Saints, and Churches of Saints, 
I Cor. 1. 2. all Chri(tians are fanctified ones: 
pag. 33- Now let meadd the Minor. 

t Infants baptized are not in Scripture 
called Men wathed,fanctified, juftified, they 
are not called Saints, Churches of Saints, 
Chriftians nor fanétified ones. Ergo, Infants 
ought not to be baptized. If any fhould fay 
why did you not cite thefe Affertions of Mr. 
Baxter's whilft he was living? Ianfwer, More 
than twelve Years ago I did recite and print 
thefe Affertions, and many other Arguments 
of his tothe fame purpofe, to which he 
gave no An{wer. 


Antw. 23. 7% no wonder that a perfon out 
of prejudice, pajjion, or fome other finifter end 

udwreft other perfons Writings, and abufe 
em énto the bargain; but thus to treat the 
Word of God, and out of a heedlefs siddy Zeal 
to father a Lie upon the Holy Ghost, plainly 
fhews what fide ye ave on. The Apoftle, 1 Cor. 
I. 2. writes to the Church of Corinth, #0 
them that are fanétified, &c. wor ro Wen di- 
ftin& and feparate from Women and Chil- 
dren, as is falfly fuggefied; which we fhall foon 
(hew were included in this and all other True 
Churches of Chrift..As for your citing Mr. Bax- 
ter, and he not taking notice of it 10 vindicate 
himfelf,it was becaufe there was no need of it; for 
he was fenfible it would have been too much 


Credit for yon to have troubled bimfelf with» in expofing your Partiality and Ignorance. 
Arg, 24. 


V O.L.. V. 


Arg, 24 If there is but one way for all, 


hel 


both Parents and Children to be admitted in- 
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to the Gofpel-Church co the End of the ize; the fame Anfver wil Jerve both 
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Faith be baprizea, and foadmitred. ec. But there is but one way for all, both Parents and 
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Idren, to be admitted into the Gofpel-Church to the Endof the World, and chat is 


upon the Profefiion of the 

Are.25. That cannot be Chriit’s true 
Bapetitm wherein there is nor, cannot be a 
ively Repreientation of the Death, Burial 
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Sprinkling of an Infant, there is not, cannot 
bea lively Reprefenration of Chrift’s Death, 
Burial and Retureétion; @e. Er 

Arg, 26. That pretended Baptiim that 
tends to fruftrate che glorious End and De- 
fign of Chrift in his inflicuting ot Gotpel- 
Baptifm, or cannot anfwer it, is none of 
Chrit’s Baptifm. But the pretended Baptitm 
of Infants cends to fruftrare the glorious end 
and defign of Chritt, or canaot anfwer it, in 
infticuting of Goipel-Baprifm. Ergo. 

The Adzajor will not be denied. 

As to the A4inor, ail generally confefs the 
End or Detign of Chrift in initituting the 
Ordinance of Baptifm, was in a lively Fi- 
pure, co reprefent his Death, Burial, and 
Reiurre&ion, sich the perfon’s Death unto 
Sin, and his riting again to walk in Newnefs 
of Life, that is baptized, as the Sacrament 
of the Supper was ordained to reprefent his 
Body was broke, and his Blood was thed. 
But that a lively Figure of Chrift’s Death, 
Burial and Relurrection, appears in {prink- 
ling a litcle Water on the Face, I fee nor; 
and as done to an Infant,chere can no Death 
to Sin, and rifing again to walk in Newnefs 
of Life, be fignitied ; and therefore Chritt’s 
Deiign and End therein is fruftraced. 

Arg. 27. If Bapiifm be Immerfion, from 
the proper and genuine fignification of the 
Greek word Baptizo, as alfo of thofe Ty- 
pical and Metaphorical Baptifms, and the 
Spiritual fignification thereof; then Sprink- 
ling cannot be Chrift’s rue Baptifm. Bur 
Baptilm is Immerfion from the proper and 
genuine fignification of the word Baptizo, 
and alfo of thofe Typical and Metaphorical 
Baptifms fpoken of, and the Spiritual figni- 
fication thereof ; Ergo, Sprinkling is not 
Chri(t’s true Baptifm. 

1, That the proper and genuine fignifica- 
tion of the word Saprizo is to dip, &c. we 
have proved, which is alfo confefled by the 
Learned in that Language. 

2, The Typical Baptilm was,firft, that of 
the Red Sea, wherein the Fathers were bu- 
ried, as it were, unto Mofes in the Sea, and 
under the Cloud. Pool’s Annotations on 1 Cor. 
10.2. ‘Orhers, faith be, more probably 
‘ chink thac the Apoftle ufeth this term, in 
‘regard of the great Analogy betwixt Sap- 
‘ ti/m (asit was then ufed) the perfons going 
“down into the Waters, and being dipped 
‘in chem ; and che Ifraelites going down into 


ir Faith to be baptized ; Ergo. 
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a f > d. only 
er by a Power which the Learn- 
ed have always concluded lay in the Charch : 
Lhe Primitive Church thought fo, and fo a&ted: 
fome were [prinkled, and [ome dipped. In Cli- 
nick Baptiim, or the Bapri/m of [ach as were 
Bed-rid > they /prinkle ad Water upon ’em : 
Noom mcumtowy 3cthena, &c. Novatian being fick, 
and as thought, near Death, was baptized in 
bis Bed by perfufion. Epift. Cornel. ad Fab. 
Antioch apud Fuleb. At the Ordination of 
this Novatian,to be a Presbyter, he was oppos'd, 
becan/e of bis Bapti{m, many of the Clergy and 
Laity locking upon it as unlawful, becaule twas 
done by perfufcon or [prinkling, bur after [ome 
Difputes was by the Bithop admitted. Alfo one 
Magus writing ro St. Cyprian ro kwow wherber 
thofe were truly baptiz’d, who through their In- 
firmities were only afpers'd or [prinkled 5 he an- 
fwer’a, Nos quantum concipic Mediocritas 
noftra, &c. That fo far as he cou’d con- 
ceive he apprehended that the Divine Be- 
nefits cou’d in no wile be mutilated or 
weaken’d, nor that lefs thereof coud be 
beftowed where the Divine Gifts are re- 
ceived with a found and full Faith both of 
Giver and Receiver; for in Baptifin the 
{pots of fin are otherwile wathed away than 
the filch of che body is in a carnal aad fe- 
cular Bath, in which there is need of a Seat 
to fit upon, of a Laver to wath in, of Sope, 
and other fuch like Implemengs, that fo che 
body may be wafhed and cleanfed; but in 
another manner is the hearc of a Believer 
wathed, and che mind of a man purified, by 
the Merits of Chrift, @c. And a little after 
he adds, the Scripture ays, Ezek. 36.25, 26. 
I will {prinkle clean Water upon you, and 
ye (hall be clean from al] your filthinefs, and 
from all your Idols willl cleanfe you; a new 
heart alfo will I give you, and a new {piric 
will I put within you, (which by the by alludes 
tothe times of the Gofpel or New Covenant.) 
He cites alfo Numb. 19.19, 20. Numb. 8. 
6,7. from whence he finally concludes that 
Sprinkling is valid and fufficient. 

We mention this only to (hew that Sprinkling 
was usd, tho’ not fo univerfally in the Primitive 
Church, but we fhall not contend for it asthe 
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nioft fignificant way, nor condemn Dipping 5 bag 
thisis not the great Conte/t betwixt us,the mattey 
is,who is the proper Subjett,. which now we comg 
to treat of. ’ the 


‘ the Sea, and the great Receptacle of Water, though the Water at that time was gather- 
© ed on Heaps on either fide of them ; yet they feemed buried in the Water, as_perfons 
¢ in that Age were when they were baptized. Cc. The fecond was that of Noahs Ark, 
“x Pet 3. 21. See Sir N. Knarchbull: The Ark of Noah and Bapti/m, {aith he, were both a 
‘ Type and Figure of the Refurrection, not the Sign of the wathing away of Sin, though 
‘ fo taken meronymically, but a particular Signal of the Refurrection of Chrift: Of this 
‘ Baptifm is a lively and emphatical Figure, as alfo was the Ark of Noah, out of which 
‘ he returned as from a Sepulchre, toa new Life. oe: 3 | 

3 Metaphorica] Baptifm is chat of the Spirit and of Affliction: The firft fignifies not 
a fprinkling of the Spirit, buc the great Effafion of the Spirit, like that at Penrecof#, AG. 
1.4,5- Shall be baptized, 8c. On which words Cafsubon (peaks thus : See Dr. Du Feil on 
At, 2. ‘ The Greek word 2aeif is to dip or plunge, asit were to dye Colours, in which 
‘ fenfe, faith he, the Apoftles might be truly faid co have been baptized ; for the Honfe 
‘in which this was done, was filled with the Holy Ghoft; fo that the Apoftles might 
‘feem to have been plunged into ic as in a large Fifh-Pond. Allo Oecumenins on és 2. 
faith, A ‘ Wind filled the whole Houfe, that it teemed like a Fith-Pond, becaule it was 
‘promifed to the Apoftles, that they thould be baptized with the Holy Ghoit. And the 
Baptifm of Affliction are thofe great depths or overwhelmings of Attlictions, like thar 
of our Saviour’s fuffering, i.e. no part free; Marth. 20.22. where you have the fame 
Greek werd barnle; and like that of David, who faith, God drew him out of great Waters, 

4. The Spiritual fignification thereof is the Death, Burial and Refurrection of Chrift, 
and of our Death to Sin, and Vivification toa new Life. a q 

This being fo, it follows undeniably Sprinkling cannot be Chrift’s true Baptifm, it 
mult be Immerfion, and nothing elfe. =” 2 : 

And in the laft place, Finally, To confirm that Baptizo is to dip, both from the literal 
and {piritual fignification thereof,as alfo from thofe typical and metaphorical Baptifms men- 
tioned in the Scripture, I might add further, that this evidently appears from the Practice 
of Yohn Baptift and the Apoftles of Chrift, who baptized in Rivers, and where there was 
much Water: And alfo, becaufe the Baptizer and Baptized are {aid to go down into the 
Water «not down ro the Water) and came upout of the Water. ‘fobn Baprift is {aid to 
baptize them ixto Jordan, as the Greek word renders it, which fhews it dipping and not 
forinkling. Would it be proper to fay, He /prinkled them into Jordan? The Lord open 


the Eyes of chofe who fee not, to confider thefe things. 


——_—__ + 
—————— 


An Appendix to what we have a 
wherein is fully and plainly afferted, 


ee 


written upon the Subject of Infant-Baptifm, 
That Infants have now the fame Right to the 


Seal of the Covenant under the Gofpel as they had before under the Law. 


courfe, we fhall firft premife, Thar the 
Idea and Perception we have of things de- 
pends not upon words (or fo many letters 
put together) but chat words depend upon 
things, and where words are not fully ex- 
preflive of things, fuch things are not pre- 
judic’d thereby, or lofetheir nature. This 
Affertion is manifeft from the different fort 
of Languages, which exprefS one and the 
fame thing after different manners. Hence 
cis non-fenfe for an Englith man to raife a 
difpute and fay, 9s is not expreffive of 
the Idea we have of the Divine Being, be- 
caufe he exprefles his Idea thereof in the 
Word of God, or adumb man in fome re- 
verential fign or other ; for this Divine Be- 
ing is not tied to any of thefe expreffions, 
or leffened in his Effence by their different 
founds, but is always the fame ; and thus 
we may call him Eternal Mind, Nature, 
God, the Almighty, ¢c. | 
This premifed, it inevitably follows, that 
all plain and ary Confequences in 
Scripture are as conclufive, and do as pro- 
perly exprefs a Truth or Doétrine, as any 
dire& or fingle found of a word or words, 
whereby we declare and make known the 
Idea we have conceiv’d of fuch Truth or 
Doégirine. We will only add, that thofe 


1 N Order co the profecution of this Dif- 


perfons who make ufe of any found or 
words to exprefs their Ideas of a thing are 
the moft proper Jucges of what they mean 
by fuch words. 

Hence it is demonftrable, that if our Savi- 
our did in his Commiffion mean Aen, Women 
and their Children, when he exprefs'd himfelf 
by che cerm of Ad Nations, it is the fame 
thing as if he had faid, A4en,Women and their 
Children. 

That this General Commiffion included 
all, we fhall prove, Fir/, from the Circum- 
ftances of the perfons, place and time, where and 
when it was deliver’'d. (In anfwer to the 
I, 2,8, 12, 14, 15, 18, 22, 24 Arguments) 
The Commiffion was deliver’d by our Sa- 
viour, 2 Jew, to his Difciples, who were 
Jews, and therefore “twas impoflible but 
they fhou’d be acquainted with the moft 
confiderable Praétices and univerfal Cu- 
{toms that were us’d amongft their Coun- 
try-men. Secondly, This Commiffion was 
not given in any ftrange place, but in Fury, 
where "tis confefs’d on all hands, that the 
Cuftom of baptizing Men, Women and 
Children, of profelyring Heathens into the 
Jewith Religion, wasinufe. Thirdly, This 
Commiffion was given at 2 time when the 
Jews were moft zealous for Tradition and 
Cuftoms: Now thefe Circumftances of 


perfons, 


YOu 

perfons, time and place confider'd, ‘tis 
plain that our Saviours Commiffion of dif- 
cipling al! Nations, &c. in general Terms, 
was more full, proper and pertinent, chan 
if he had particularizd Aven, Women and 
Children , for both he and his Difciples 
very well knew who were the Subjects of 
Baptifm. Therefore a General Cuftom 
and a General Commiffion were moft Ana- 
logous, and becoming the Authority and 
Wifdom of our Saviour 

Again, this Cuftom of Baptizing Infants 
being then inufe: The Queition oughe not 
to be, Where do you find that Children are 
commanded to be Baptized, bue thus, Where 
do you find that Children are forbidden to be 
Baptizd? Or thus, Where do you find sm 
Scripture that Children who were once 1m the 
Covenant are caft out of tt again? The like- 
lieft place to look for fuch a change is at 
che Converfion of the three chouland Jews, 
who were Circumcisd, and their Children, 
and confequently in the firft Covenant sis it 
nor reafonable co believe chat they had that 
cenderne(s for their Children as to defire 
chey might have their Children feal’d wieh 
‘em inthe fecond Covenant as well as che 
firft, efpecially when they were told the pro- 
mife was to’em and to their Children ? If they 
had been deny'd we fhou’d have had fome 
Informations of ir, by Command, Exam- 
ples, &c. or by rcheir repining at a Stace 
which left their Children worfe than be- 
fore, bur there’s not one footftep that fhews 
the leaft intrenchment of Infants Privi- 
ledges, or that the Second Adam had left 
“em more unhappy than he found ‘em. 

Now finding no prohibition in the Apo- 
itles practice or writings, well examine the 
culftom of the firft Ages of Chriftianity, 
where fo often as there is occafion to {peak 
of Infant Baptifm we find it mention’d as 
an Orthodox and Apoftolick practice. Sr. 
lreneus,as we have fomewhere elfe obfervd, 
and have no antwer, was the Difciple of 
Sc. Policarp, who was the Difciple of St. 
Fobn, and who conversd often with fuch 
as convers d with the laft {urvivingApoftles, 
if not with the Apoftles themfelves, he 
makes frequent mention of it in his wri- 
tings, particularly in Ep.ad Rom.l. 5. and 
in ib Hom. 8. and lib. 2. Cap. 39. p. 137. 
which fufliciently fhews that by the word 
all Nations, our Saviour, his Apoftles, and 
che Primitive Fathers, did intend and mean 
Mer, Women and Children. Ic wou'd be too 
tedious toreckon upon the Authorities of 
Tertullian , Cyprian, Chryfoftom , Ambrofe , 
Ferom, Auguftine, &c. We thall only men- 
tion one Authority which will convince an 
unprejudic’d perfon. °*Tis that of the Pref- 
byter Fidus Anno 254. 

This Fidus had fome {cruples about the 
time of Baptizing Infancs , whether he 
fhou'd defer ic till the eighth day, or nor, 
which began to {pread, and causd a Con- 
vocation of Bifhops call’d the African Synod, 
among{t whom the Queftion was ftarted ; 
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there was threefCore and {ix Bithops prefent, 
and ‘tis impoffible fo many cou'd be ceceiv'd 
in Cuftoms, tho‘ fix chouland might be de- 
ceivdin Opinions. They decreed unani- 
monily that Children might be Baptiz‘d 
upon the third, fourth, cc. days as well as 
the eighth. The Synodical Decree is too 
long, or we would tranfcribe it Verbatim, 
but ‘tis co be feen at length in che sgth B- 
piftle of St. Cypriax, or in the Jeguiry into 
the Conftitution, &c. of the Primitive Church, 
orin an Abftract of that book in our Young 
Students Library. Here's Authority enough, 
and fuch Perfons as are {0 wilfully blind 
and prejudic'd as not to own it, are pafe dif 
pute, and ought no longer to be treated 
with as reafonable Creatures. 

Now having prov’d that the firft Ages 
practis’d Infant Baprifm, we thall examine 
who was the firft Oppofer, and we find 
him tobe one daxentius an Arrian, who 
lived 380 years after our Saviour. See our 
fecond Paper, and after him feveral more 
in Germany, &c. Now if there was any 
more need of Arguments, we wou'd ask 
the Anabaptifts this Queftion only, Thar 
(ince (as we have fhewn, and can further if 
there was occafian ) that Infant Baptifm is fre- 
quently mentioned by the Primitive Fathers for 
above one hundred years together before ever a- 
ny one Perfon oppos d it, it is not a more antient 
(and confequently true ) Dottrine than that of 
the Anabaptifts? Thus much for the Fa- 


ers. 

But for che fake of fuch ungrounded Per- 
fons as may have been mifled by the plaufi- 
ble pretences of the Anabaptifts, we thall 
fhew the Inconclufivenefs of their Do- 
Ctrines, as well as wehave, for the ufe of 
all, declar’d Infant Baptifm to be Original- 
ly of Divine Inftitution, and therefore to 
be practis’d. 

And now to the great Queltion of Abra- 
bams Seed, the moft rational of Anabaptifts 
believe that if Children cou’d be prov’d to 
be in the Covenant, they are fic Subjeéts for 
Baptifm, and ‘tis alfo St. Perer’s reafon, 
Atts 2. Inorder to prove this we'll recur 
as far as Adam, where we may fafely aflert, 
That if Adam bad xot fn'd bis Children had 
been holy fromthe Womb, by Original Fuftices 
Hence we may infer from che Anabaprifts 
own Principles, that Believers Children are 
in the fame condition, ( we mention not 
this as che Church of England's Belief ) for 
they haveno Actual Sin, and as for Origi- 
nal Sin, the Second Adam has taken it a- 
way. £rgo, nothing hinders buc chat they 
are holy, and as {uch in che Covenant, and 
by confequence Candidates for Baptifm. 

But to advance a Conclufion, whofe Pre- 
mifes are Confonant to all true Churches 
of Chrift: Firft then, every one agrees that 
Children were in the Covenant. It fol- 
lows then that Children are fill in the Cove- 
nant, or elfe they are excluded ; but they were 
never excluded, therefore, &c. We advancd 
this Argument before, which fands, and 

always 
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always will fland in force, till the Anabap- 
rifts fhew where; Mr. Collins wouwd fain 
ftrain the words of obm the Bapiift. Bur 
now the Ax, &c. toenervate this pofition, 
buc tis fo weak that we leave himfelf to 
judge of it, ifhe wil! confider the Context, 
where nothing is mention’d or defign’d of 
Children, nor can it be thence deduc‘d by 
any probable Confequence ; befides, Sr. 
Fobn’s Baprifm was dittin& from that our 
Saviour Inftitured; and his words were di- 
rected to fuch as came out of Ferufalem, Fu- 
dea, Sc. but not to Children who cou’d 
neither walk nor underftand him if broughe 
thither; the defign of St. Yoh here is 
largely difcours’d upon by almoft every An- 
notator; if you’! pleafe to confult ‘em all 
you'l find no Expofition of any one of the 
Fathers or Modern Divines that ever gave 
your fenfe of the place. 

Again, we are not to judge by the Heart 
as God does; but according to appearance, 
all chat we can determine is about vifibility. 
Circumcifion was called the Seal of the Rig6- 
teoufme/s of Faith, therefore all that were 
Circumcifed had this Seal vifibly, tho in 
Gods repute al were not Ifrael chat were of 
ifrael: ‘hat Vifibility is all we can judge of 
is plain from St. Fohn’s Baptifm who Bap- 
tizd all that came untohim out of Fudea, 
Ferufalem, &c. tho ’tis not to be quettion’d 
but fome might probably be Hypocrites. 
Thus St. Peter when the three Thoufand 
were Converted and Baptiz'd, ’twas in fo 
fhort atime that he cou’d have no demon- 
{tration of their fincerity, but Baptiz’d ’em 
as they appear’d to be Converts, Thus inthe 
cafe of Infants whofe Parents are Believers, 
their Children are Vifible Members in the 
Covenant ( for fo they are accounted, Aés 
2.39.) till byill Lives they appear other- 
wile. 

Befides, the Jews with their Priviledges 
were not Extirpated wholly, there were 
but fome Branches broken off, and the 
Gentiles being ingrafted into the common 
ftock partaked of their Priviledges, but this 
of Childrens Incovenanting was amongtt 
other Priviledges of the Jews, therefore, 
&c. Rom. 11.16, Ce. 

Again, from the fame major the Argu- 
ment in the preceding paragraph is made 
good; tho’there is onegrand Cavil againit 
it, and that is concerning foederal Holinefs, 
which we {hall now examine from this 
Text, e/fe were your Children unclean, but now 
they are holy. 

The Anabaptifis fay, The Apoftle means 
only a Matrimonial Holine{s which ws Legitima- 
tion, that the Infidel ts [anttified by the Chri- 
ftian by Marriage, and that the Copulation is 
not Adulterous, becaufe the Children are not 
Baftards, but Legitimate, That Matrimonial 
Holinefs or Legitimaticn is not meant, is 
plain, (1.) By the Apoftles defign, 
which was to fhew how the Blefiing of 
Chrift was to come upon the Gentiles, that 
Chri(tian Gentiles were to be grafted in for 
the Jews broken off. ‘That Chriftians were 
Children of the Promife after the manner 


of Ifaac, &c. all which is quite different 
from your Confiruction of the place, and 
makes good our preceding Arguments. ™ 

(2. ) If only a Legitimation of Marriage 
was defign’d the Chriftian wou'd be {anéii- 
fied in the Infidel as well asthe Infidel jh 
the Chriflian, but the Infidel is mentioned 
tobe meerly pafflive, co be /anétified and not 
fanttifie. 

3. It wou'd faften an impertinence on 
the Apoftle who fo often mentions the rerm 
Infidel. 

4. By unclean is not meant Bafards, bur 
{uch as want foedera! Holinefs are called ux- 
clean, Ifa. §2. 1, 2. © 
foederal Holinefs are clean. 

5. Children of Infidels born in Marri- 
age are Matrimonially holy, and then Chil- 
dren of a Married Believer and an Infide 
are not lefs, fo that it twou'd have been 
abfurd, in your feace, for the Apoftle to 
have {aid elfe were your Children unclean, but 
now they are holy. 

6. If Legitimation was only meanr, the 
Apoftle was miftaken fA the Queftion, 
which was not whether living together 
were not adulterous, for that no body be- 
lieves that has his Sences, but whether a 
Chriftian might with afafe Confcience have 

fuch a familtarity with an Infidel, &c. which 
feem’d inconliftent with the Precepts of 
Chriftianity ; as, Have no Felowfhip with Un- 
be ievers. The Anf{wer is, that if they were 
Married ( as ’twas common in the Early 
times of the Gofpel,thac one was converted 
to Chriftianity before the other) in fuch 
cafe the Chriftians Faith {houd be efficaci- 
ous to the Children, and make ‘em partici- 
pate of the believers qualities,not the unbe- 
lievers, which very well agrees with the 
fifth of the Romans, where we find the jree 
Gift, Righteonfne/s of tue Second Adam, &e. 
to avail over and exceed the unrighreoufnefs 
of the first Adam. To which we add, that 
the Seed is diftinguiii’d according to the 
Qualification of the Parent, viliting the 
Iniquity of the Parents upon the Children 
to the Chird and fourth Generation of 
them that hate me, and {hewing Mercy unto 
Thoufands ( chat is Thoufands of Genera- 
tions ) in them that love me, ec. We 
{hall mention but one other place which a- 
Jone is fufficient to convince any rational 
Perfon that the Seed of believers and unbe- 
lievers are contra-diftinguifht, Gal 2.15. 
CUle are {ews by ature, and not Sinners 
of the Gentiles 5 fee the occafion of this 
faying. Al] which Arguments added toge- 
ther fhew thac there is a foederal Holinefs 
of the Children of thofe that are in the 
Covenant, H vice verfa, 

From whence we argue. 

If foedera! Holinefs tuppofesa right in the 
Covenant, and this right in che Covenant 
intitles its “andidates to Baptifm, then the 
Children of believers are to be Baptiz’d. 

Put foederal Holineis {uppofes a rightin 
the Covenaat, and this right in the Cove- 
nant intitles its Candidates to Baptifm, er- 
g°, The Children of Believers are to be 

Baptizd: 


C™ ¢ contra, tuch as have 


~ 


‘ 
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Baptiz'd : See A&s 2. 38, 39. and Aas 3. 
25. which confirms the premifes. 


Reflections apon H. C. Rejoin'd, &c. 


Lo, mark, behold, here’s nothing but Hu- 
mane Authority, &c. Anfwer, You grant, 
yield, confefs that Humane Authority is e- 
nough to confirm civil things, we menti- 
ond the Jewith Baptifm only as a Cuftom 
amongit the Jews, and bring the Rabbi's 
themfelves {peaking of matter of Fa@t, and 
not of Opinion: Ergo, you grant what we 
ask for —- — Women fhall never want Autho- 
rity for Communicating fo long as thefe Texts 
have a Being, Cor. 11, 28. 1 Tim. 2.5. Gal. 
3.28. Anfwer, Thetwo laft have no rela- 
tion to Communicating, and the firft is noc 
expreffive if you deny confequences. — — 
Sure John Baptitt repeald ‘nfants in Cove- 
nanting fufficiently, when he told the Pharifees 
Abraham was their Father, and fo toclaim 
Baptifm, &c. Anfwer, Here'snot one word 
of Children mention’d or underftood ; ac- 
cording to the Feft ( and perhapsall ) Ex- 
pofitors. — What Childrer are as to 
the Eternal Decree of God is not within our 
Sphere, but what they are attually and by ap- 
pearance. Anfwer, We fay the fame, and 
fince, as we have before prov’d, Children 
of Believers are in Covenant as foon as 
Born; whoare we that we fhou'd examine 
what they will be, and deny ‘em their 
Rights and Priviledges for fear they fhou'd 
be wicked afterwards. Your call- 
ing Bapti{m a Circumstantial will nor prove it 
fo. Anfwer, “Yis talie, our words are thefe, 
The Church has power to difpexfe with Circum- 
ftantials, and the manner of A&ing, though 
not the Adis it felf, meaning the Act of Bap- 
tifm, and the Modus of it. What you 
fay about the Coxdefcention of the Council of 
Elders at Jerufalem, and St. Pauls, proves 
nothing of John and the Apoffles Baptifm to be 
the Continuation of an old Cuftom. Anfwer, 
Nor of a vacancy in Bedlam. Pray look a- 
gain what it was brought to prove 
You feem to be troubled aboat our Anfwer. to 
yours upon the Commiffion, &c. I hall leave 
the two Papers to be confider'd by the Impartial. 
Anfwer, No we are extreamly pleas'd, and 
accept of the offer. You fubtilly 


joyn Ddvicnevres mext, which comes not in till 


the next Verfe. Suppofe the Bible had not 
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been divided into Verfes as formerly there 
needs no great fubtilty to determine how 
far the period goes, and where the fenfe 
ends. Is this a good Argument for 
Infant Baptifm ; by Faith and Prayer my Child 
is recover'd of a Fever at eight days old, Ergo, 
my Child is a fit Subject for the Lords Table 
and Communion of Saints, Anfwer, No, but 
this isa goodArgument, I hrough Ignorance 
or Prejudice, I abufe the fenfe of my Anta- 
gonift, Ergo. I thowd grubmy Pen. —— 
There's another fuch an Argument foon af- 
ter, but ’tisnot worth notice. —— Only 
the Adult that came over from the Heathen 
were B iptiz'd ; have you forgot the three thou- 
fand Fews which believed were Baptiz'd ? An- 
fwer, The Crucifiers of Chrift, and De- 
{pifers of his Dostrines were as—far off the 
Chriftian Religion as the Heathens. 
We continue our thanks for granting no Infant 
Bap:ifm until three hundred years after Chriff, 
&c. Infant Bapti{m was about three hundred 
or three hundred and eighty years after Chri/t. 
Courteous Reader, confider this well, 
Anfwer, Perhaps there never wasan Au- 
thor fo ridiculoufly Civil, or fo willing 
that the Courteous Reader fhou'd fee his 
Error—— Where did we grant char 
there was no Infane Baptifm cil three hun- 
dred or three hundred and eighty years af- 
ter Chrift. We faid that none withftood 
Infante Baptifm till chat time, as Au/centins 
the Arrian ; indeed Tertullian makes menti- 
on how. ill he refented fome Formalities in 
Infant Bapri(m about two hundred years af- 
ter Chrift as to Godfathers, but we have 
given you Inftances of Infant Baptifm in 
Ireneus his time, whoconverfed with the 
Antient Presbycers that convers'd with the 
Apoftles; fee our fecond Paper, which was 
writ before this Rejopnder of our Antago- 
nift. Courteous Reader, confider this well. 
You tell us,Column the third,that Chrift was not 
Baptized in Infancy, becaufe he was a Jew; 
profelyted Heathens were only Baptiz’d when 
young, what, and yet all Nations to be Baptized! 
Here is a contradittion with a witne/s. An- 
fwer, ‘Tis inadvertence witha witnels, or 
you might fee, that ‘tis fpoken of the Jew- 
ith Baptifm, into which whole Families of 
the profelyting Hearhens were Baptized. 
Your Syllogiftical Arguments are all the 
fame with Mr. K s, Only the laft, in 
anf{wer to which we have prov'd the Primi- 
tive Church did Baptize both Adult Per- 
{.. nd Infants, 
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An Anfwer to Three and Twenty Unanfwerable Queftions propos’d by the Ana. 


baptifis to. the Athenian Mercury. 


u. 1.17 ether there was not a two-fold 
i W Covenant made with Abraham, 


one with his Flefbly Seed, and the other with his 
Spiritual Seed, fignified by the Bond-woman and 
the Free woman, and their Sons Ifhmael and 
Ifaac ? ia 

If fo, 1 query, Whether Circumcifion was an 
Ordinance that appertained to the Covenant of 
Grace, and was the Seal of it? 1. Becaufe tts 
contradiftinguifhed from the Covenant of Grace, 
or free Promife of God, Rom. 4. 2. And tis 
allo called a Yoke of Bondage. And, 3, Tu 
a that be that was circumcifed, was a 
Debter to keep the whole Law. “nd, 4. Be- 
caufe Iithmael, who was nota Child of the Co- 
venant of Grace with Efau, and many others, 
vet mere required to be circumcifed as well as 
Ifaac. And, 5. Since ’tis pofitively [aid, Fath 
was imputed to Abraham for Righteou[ne[s, uot 
in Circumcifion, How was it imputed then ? 
when he was circumcifed, or uncircumcifed ¢ 
not when he was circumcifed, but when he 


was uncircumcifed, Rom. 4. 10. 


7 
~ 
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‘ 


Anf. 1.. We can iind but one Covenant 
made with Abraham, and “twas that of 
Circumeifion. ‘You run into a ftrange 
Errour when you fay, //aac was the Spiritual 
Seed, and //bmael the Fleihly; they were 
both Abraham's Flethly Seed: -The words 
are, Jn Ifaac fhall thy Seed be caked, and not 
Jfaac himfelf; *tistrue, Z/aac was a Child of 
the Promife, but he was as it were a © han- 
nel, a Line from whence the promis'd Seed 
was to come, viz. Chrijff; he only is the 
Spiritual Seed. See Gal. 3. 16. Now ro Abra: 
ham ana his Ea, were tf he 
faith not unto Seeds, asof many, but a e, 
ard to thy Seed, which 1s Chrift, which agrees 
with, Jn thy Seed fhall all the Nations of the 
Earth be blefed. The Priviledges that //xae 
had before his Brother, was that Off-tpring 
that {hou’d come from him, as Goa’s Sele& 
People the Jews, and among{t them our 
Saviour the Promifed Seed: From whence 
tis plain, that all the Subdivifions of your 
firft Query, are upon wrong {uppotitions, 
and may receive this Anfwer, That the 


Promt/es made > be 


Covenant of Works is diftinguifhed from the Covenant of Grace; and as all J/rael had 
the Seal of the firft, tho’ many were wicked, and thereby frulirated themfelves of the 
Priviledges, fo the cafe is the fame amongft Chriftians as to the Seal of the latter Cove- 
nant. *Tis too long for one Paper to fhew how /fhmael: Heatheniz’d ‘with his Polterity 


when I/aac worthipt the God of his Fathers. 
Qu. 2. Whether the being the Male-Chil- 


dren of Believers, asfuch, gave them right to 
Circumcifion, or not rather thei meer pofitive 


Anf. v. The firft,and the Argument you 
ufe your felf is conclufive. 


Command of God to Abraham 3! fice we do not read of any other Godly Man’s Seed in Abra- 
ham’s days, or fince, bad any right thereto, but only {uch who were born in his Houfe, or 


bought with bis Money ? 


Qu. 3. Whether Circumcifion cquld be [aid 
tobe the Seal of any Man’s Faith fave Abra- 
ham’s only, feeing ’tis faid, He received the 
Sign of Circumcifion, a Seal of the Righte- 
oufnets of the Faith he had [mark] yet be- 
ing uncircumcifed, that he might be the 
Father of all that believe; which was the 
Priviledge of Abraham only: For how could 
Circumcifion be a Seal to Children of that Faith 
they had before circumcifed, feeing they had no 
Faith at all, as bad Abraham their Father, 


Anf. 3. Amongft the Antient Hereticks, 
we never met with fuch.a ftrange Polition 
as this, That the Seal of the Righreou{ne/s of 
Faith was the Priviledge of Abraham only. 
Pray what is your Baptifm, or ail che re 
of the Jews Circumcifion ? Twas {igniticant 
of fomething ; trace it to the Original, and 
you'll find Chriit at che Head, avd without 
Faith Chrift is of no effect, neither to us 
who believe on Chrift come,nor to the Jews 
who believ’d in him to come. 


they being obliged by the Law of God to be circumcifed at eight days old ? 


Qu. 4. What is it which you conceive Cir: 
cumctfion did, or Bapti{m doth feal to Children, 
or make fure; fince a Seal u{ually makes firm 
all the Blejlings or Priviledges contained in that 
Covenant tis prefixed to?  Doubtlefs if the 
Fle(hly Seed of Believers, as fuch, are in the 
Covenant of Grace, and have the Seal of it, 
they {hall be faved; becaufe we are agreed, that 
the Covenant of Grace is well ordered in all 


Anf. 4. It feals, and did feal to al! that 
belong to Chrift Life and Salvation; bur to 
fuch as donot; it feals nothing zc all; we 
are to take our meafures from vifibility, 
the reft belongs to God. Al! J/rzel had 
the firft Seal as the vifible Seed of Abraham, 
and confequently of the Jewifh Church, but 
fome were Apoftates, and fo it is amongtt 
Chriftians, as we faid before. 


things, and fure, there is no final falling, therefore how {hould any of them mifs of Eternal Life? 


And yet we [ee many of them prove wicked and ungodly, and fo live and dic. 


If you fay it feals 


only the external Part and Priviledges of the Covenant of Grace; 


Qu. 5. 1 demand to know what thofe Ex- 


An. 5. We infiftnot upon External! Pri- 


ternal !riviledges are, feeing they are denied viledges; ‘tis forreign tothe matter in hand. 
the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, and all other External Rites whatfoever ? If you fay, when 


they believe they (hall partake of thofe Blefings; fo, fay I, {hall the Children of Unbelievers 


as well as they. 


Qu. 6. 
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VOL. V. 
Qu. 6. Ifthe Flefbly Seed, or Children of 


believing Gentiles, as fuch, are tobe accounted 
the Seed of Abrahams ! query, Wherber they 
are bis Natural Seed, or bis Spiritual Seed? 


Pumd. 26. 

Anf.. 6. They are his Spiritual Seed (i- 

fibly) for & far only belongs to us to judge, 

and therefore they have a Right to the Seal 
of the Covenant. 


if not bis Natural Seed, nor bis Spiritual Seed, what Right can they have to Baptifm,or Charch- 
Memberfhip, from any Covenant-lranfalions God made with Abraham ?— 


Qu. 7. Whether thofe diferent grounds upon 
which the Right of Infant-fapti{m ts pretended 


inf,.7. This is already anfwered. 
. , 


by the Fathers of Old, and the Modern Divines, doth well agree with an Injhitution that. és a 


meer positive Right, depending wholly on the Will 


to guejtion its Authority ? 
> - F — 
Q. 8, Js it nor an evil thing, and very ab- 


furd for any to fay, Sapti{m is a Symbol of pre- 
fent Aegeneration, ana yet apply it to Babes tn 
> . ne ; ™ y tty } > ie 
m notning oO fit { hied twerevy 
aoth or can appear § Ana aljoto| :y, | baptize 


thee in the Name, Gc. when indeed be doth 
not Baptize, but only Rantize the Child ? and 
to fay, Baptifm is a lively Figure of Christ's 
Death, Burial and Refurre&tion, and yet only 
Jprinkle or pour a little Warer on the Face of the 
Chiid 

Qu. 9. Whether that can be an Ordinance 
of Chrift, for which thereis neither Command 


of the Legiflator, doth uot give juft canfe to ail 


Anf. 8, This is added, but ’tis your com- 
mon treatment, the word pre/ewt Regenera- 
tion. Ge. is no where expreft—The te m 
Vilible folves all thefe Quibbles, and brings 
us into our Own iphere: How do you know 
Hypocrites hearts 2if they profes Faich,e ce. 
you baptize’em. So we baptize Children as 
the Seed of Believers, and as fuch, they are 
Vilible Members of the True Church till 
they apoitatize.if ever. 


Anf. 9. This is anfwered before in one 
of yoar Syllogiftical Propofitions. 


nor Example in all the Word of God, nor no Promife madéto [uch who do it, nor Threats de- 
nounced on {uch who neglect it, or do it not? For though there are both Promiles made to Belie- 


vers baptized 
fpec Ft of Imtant-B ptifmm ? 

Qu.10. Whether a Pagan or Indian, who 
fhouid attain to the knowledge of the Greek 
Longue, or of the Englifh, or any orber Tongue 
juto which the Original {honid be tranflated, by 
reading over the New Teftament a thoufand 
times, be could ever find Infants omght to be 
baptized ; if not, how doth tr appear the Faith 
of People about Pedo-baptifim [tands in the Power 
of God, and knowledse of bis Word, and not 
rather in the Wi/dom of Men, who having en- 
deavoured, with all the Art and Cunning they 
can, to draw pretended Confequences for it, tho 
after all they do not naturally ana genuinely fol- 
low from the Premifes to which they refer ? 


Qu. 11, Whether Chrift having exprefly 
mentioned the 2ualtfications of fuch as are to 


, and Threats denounced on fuch who neglect it, yet where are there any [uch in re- 


Anf. 10. A good Scribe well inftruSted in 
the Kingdom of Heaven, brings out of bis Trea- 
fure things new and old. This paflage has 
been interpreted by all Divines, to relate ro 
the New and Old Teftament, whereby it 
appears we muft fearch both; and if fo, 
your Indian well inftructed, would find In- 
fants in the Covenant in the Old, Gew.17.12. 
and Children in the Covenant in the New, 
452.29. But neither he nor you will be 
ever able to thew where they were cturn'd 
out of the Covenant; do this only, and 
we'll for ever yield up che Caufe. 


Anf. 11. This only belongs to thé Adulr, 
and you are to prove where Children are 


be baptized, Viz. attual Repentance, Faith,and excluded from the Rights of Baptifin. 
the njwer of a good Confeience, &c. doth nor thereby exclude all thofé who are not capable of 


thofe Suwalifieartons. 
Qu. 12. Whether it doth not reflect upon the 
Care, Wifdom and Faithfulne{s of fefis Chrift, 


Anf. 12. This is anfwered in one of your 
preceding Syllogiftical Pofitions. 


who as a Son over his own Houfe, exceeded the Care und Faithfulne/s of Mofes, to affirm, In- 
fants ought to be bapzized, and yet it cannot be foundin all the New Teftament ? Vanit be thought 
it thould be aGofpel-Precept, nay, a Sacrament, and yet Chrift [peak nothing of it ? or could it be 
in the Commiffion, and yet the Apoftles never to mention it, but contrariwife, require Faith of all 
they admitted to Baptijm ? Paul fays, He declared the whole Counfel of God, and [aid nothing 


of st in any of bis Epistles, nor any where elfe. 


‘ 


How many thoufands of Children were porn to 


baptized Believers, {vom the time of Chrift’s Afcention, ro the time John wrote the Revelations 


bur mot one : ura 0; any one Child baptized ? 
Q, 13. V4 bether in matter of pofitive Right, 


Anf. 13. Yes. 


fuch as Baptijm is, we ought not to keep exprefly and punttually, ro the Revelation of the Will of 


the Law-giver ? ; 

Qn. 14. Wherher the Baptifm of Infants be 
not a dangerous Errour, fince it tends to deceive 
and blind the Eyes of poor ignorant People, who 
think they are thereby made Chriftians, and fo 
never look after Regeneration, nor trae Baptifm, 
which reprefents or fignifies that inward work of 
Grace upon the Heart ? 


Anf. 14. We never tell’em that they are 
made Chriftians thereby, bur chat they have 
the name of Chriftians trom it; but it mult 
be their own Piety and Obedience to the 
Will of Chrift that effects the reft: We 
hope you teach the fame Doctrine to your 
Adilt Profelyres, and if fo, ic rends not to 
blind the Eyes of poor ignorant is 

is | .15 
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Qu. 15. Whether the Antient Church, who 


gave the Lords Supper to Infants, as well as 
Baptifm, might not be alowed as well to do the 
one as the otber, fince Faith and boly Habits 
are asfmuch required in thofe who are to be 
baptized, as in fuch who come to the Lord's 
Table? And all fuch in the Apoftolick, Church, 
who were baptized, were immediately admitted 
to break Bread, 8ec. And alfo the Arguments 
#aken fromthe Covenant, and becaufe {aid to be 
holy, and to belong to the Kingdom of Hea- 
ven,are as ftrong for themto receive the Lord's 
Supper, there being no Command nor Example 
for either, and Human Tradition carrying 
equally for both for feveral Centurtes. 
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Anf. 15. Infants of Chriflians have a 
Right to the Lord’s Supper, the fubftance of 
both Sacraments being the fame; yet the 
Lord’s Supper ought not to be givento In- 
fants, becaufe tis an aétive [nfticution ; 
whereas Baptifm is a paffive one, as was Cir- 
cumcifion, Seeing taking and eating are re. 
quired at the Communion, which Children 
are uncapable of. Baptifm is for Incipients, 
the Lord’s Supper is for Proficients; both 
Exercifes in the School of Chrift; but be- 
caufe he in the loweft Form is not capable 
of the like Studies as he in the highett, does 
it therefore follow that he is no Scholar, 
and muft be excluded the School? Pray 


confider the Cafe of the Paffover amongft the Jews, and draw your own Inferences. 


Qu. 16. Whether Nadab, Abihu, and Uz- 


zah’s Tranfgreffions were not as much circum- 


Anf. 16. We have anfwered this before. 


' “Rantials, and fo as [mall Errours, as to alter Dipping into Sprinkling, and from an under ftand- 
3g Believer to a poor sgnorant Babe ? And whether to allow the Church a Power to make [uch Al. 
rerations, be not dangerous? See Rev.22. And doth not this open a Door to other Innovations ? 


Q. 17. Whether there is any any juft caufe 
for men to vilifie and reproach the People called 
Anabaptilts, for their baptizing Believers, and 
denying Infamts to be Subjetts thereof, feeing 
they have the plain and direft Word of God to 
warrant their prattice, i. e€. not only the Com- 
miffion but alfo the continual ufage of the Apoftles 
and Minifters of the Gofpel al along in the 
New Teftament, who baptized none but [uch 

gho made profcfion of their. Faith ? And the 
Church of Eng and alfo faith Faith and Re- 
ntance are required of fuch who are to be 
er We dare not baptize our Children, 
becaufe we cannot find it written; ‘tis fromthe 
holy Fear of God, left we fhould offend and fin 
againft him, by adding to his Word, 

Q. 18. What fhould be the reafon that our 
faithful Tranflators of the Bible fhould leave 
the Greek word Baptifm, or Baptifma, and 


Anf. 17. There is no reafon at all tore- 
proach you for your Praétice, but rather to 
pity you. We know Adult Believers, if 
not baptized before, have a warrant for 
Baptifm, but till then, they implicitly own 
themfelves Heathens : Bur it follows not if 
Bapti{m belongs to the Adult, that it does 
not belong to Infants; no more than be- 
caufe Abraham, and millions more were 
Circumcisd when old, that Infants ought 
not to be circumcifed. If you fay, you want 
not a Command for your Practice, we fay, 
we muft fee the firft Command repeal’d 
till we give over ours, Sacramenta [unt mu» 
tata, non Fides. Anguft. 


Anf. 18. They are beft Judges themfelves, 
if we can but underftand ’em, tis enough. 


not turn it into Englifh, feeing the Dutch have not done fo, but contrariwife tranfate, for John 


the Baprift, John the Dooper; and for he baptized, he dooped, or dipped them ? 


Qu. 19. Whether thofe who tranflate out of 
one Lauguage into another,ought not to tranflate 
every word into the fame Language into which 
they turn it, and not leave any word inthe fame 
Original Tongue, which the People underftand 
not, and for whofe [akes they undertook that 
Work; and not to tranflate every word, but al- 
fo to give the right, literal, genuine and proper 
fignification of each word, and not the remote, 
smproper, or collateral fignification of it ? Which 
if our Tranflators of the Bible had fo done, I 
query, whether the Doubt among the Unlearned, 
concerning what the word Bapti{ma /ignifies, 
had not ceafed ? 

Q. 20. Seeing the Greek Church ufes Immer- 
fion, and not Ajperfion, may it not be look’d up- 


Anf.19. They are the beft Judges, as we 
faid before. Your defign about the Atodus 
is not material ; we have comply’d with the 
Emphafis, and told you our Church denies 
Dipping to none, but rather enjoyns it. See 
her words in the Rubrick—Thez the Prieft 


fhall take the Child into bis hands, and fhall (ay 


to the Godfathers and Godmothers—Name this 
Child—and then naming it after them (if they 


fhall certifie him, that the Child may well endure) 


he fall dip it in the Water difcreetiy and 
warily, faying, &c. But if they certifie that 
the Child is weak, it fhall fuffice to pour 
Water upon it, &c. 

Anj.20. See our laft Anfwer. 


upon as a great Argument againft Sprinkling, efpectally feeing they difown the Baptifm of the 
Latine Church, becaufetkey ufe Sprinkling ; for doubtle/s the Greeks beft knew the gewnine and 
proper fignification of the word, that Tongue being their own natural Language in which the New 


Teftament was wrote. 
Q, 21. Whether if a Minifter foould admini- 
fter the Lord’s Supper in one kind only, and fo 


Anf. 21. Our Anfwer is as above. 


doing, it cannot anfwer the great Defign of Chrift the Law-giver, i. €. the breaking of bis Body, 
and fhedding of bis Blood, would not prophane that holy Inftitution? If fo, whether fuch, 


who inftead of dipping the whole Body, 


do but [prinkle or pour a littleWater on the Face, do not 


alfo prophane the Holy Sacrament of Baptifm, fince it isnot fo done to reprefent in a lively Figure 


the Deah, Burial, and Refurrettion of Chrift, with our Death unto Sin, 


Newnefi of Life? Rom. 6. Col. 2. 11, 12. 


and Vivification unto 


Qu, 22. 


\ 
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a2. Whether all fach who have only er 22. Thofe that doubt may be of the 
been /prinkled, ‘oughe not to be-deemed Unbap- fare fide. 

tized perfons, fince A/perfion is not Immerfion, oF Rantizing, rot Baptizing? For thongh the 
Greek word Baptizo, in a remote and improper fenfe may fignifie to wath, yet, as the Learned 
confe/s, it ts fuch awafhing asis done by dipping, fwilling, or plunging the Perfonor Thing all 


over in the W ater. 

Q. 23. Since vou fay Children bave Faith 
potentia: 1 query. Whether Unbelievers, and all 
ungodly pertons, have not alfo the like Faith po- 
tentia a: well as Children, and fothe fame Right 
to Baptifm? We grant they may have Faith 
hereafter 3 what tho’ ? 


Anf. 23. No, the Cafe is very differenr, 
Take a parallel, Thofe Heathens that refus'd 
profelyting into the Fewifh Religion, coud not 
expect the Priviledges of any one Infant of the 
Ifraclites, of which there jet appear’d no de- 


[pair but that it might be a true Son of Abra- 


ham 3 or in fhore thus, rhae judging vifibly, or like Men, bermeen fuch of whom we have 
great hope, and of [uch concerning whom we kave great defpair. 

As to your additional] Centure about Childrens having Faith in Heaven, we mean no 
more than this, the Objet of their Faith is there as weil as ours; we are not to anlwer 
for the Printer’s faults. See whether the place we quoted agrees not with it, Heb. 1101, 2. 
Your catching at diftant Circumf{tances and Words thews your caufe weak. 


Now to your Queffions about the Fathers. 


Qu. 1: What vexfon tan be given why Na- 
zianzen, an eminent Greek Father, fhould coun- 
fel the deferring of the Baptifn of Infants, until 
the third or fourth Year of their Age ( except 
in ‘danger of Death) if it were in Nazianzen’s 
Time, as fome [uppofe it:was, the Opinion of the 
whole Church, as alfo bis own, that Infants, by 
an Apoftolical Tradition, were to be baptized as 
fuch, that is, as foon as born ? 


-Qu. 2, Whether all the Fathers of the third 
and fourth Century, both of the Greek and La- 
tine Church, whohave wrote any thing abont 
Infant-Baptifm, do not unanimoufly give this as 
the Reafon why Infants fhould be baptized, Viz. 


Anf.t, If Natianzen counfelled to delay 
ic till che third or fourth Year, but not if 
in danger of Death, it plainly thews the 
practice of Infant-Baptifm then, and the ut- 
moft was at a time when they were too 
young to make a profeffion of their Faith. 
So chat this Query is for,not againft us; but 
cite this Father's Works, we cannot believe 
that he would contradic himfelf, having 
{aid the conrrary elfewhere. 

Anf.2. That was not the only Reafon 
affign’d, tho’ ‘ts as old as Ireneus, but nei- 
ther does this deitroy che Authority of In- 
fant-Baptifm. St. Awftin’s particular Opi- 
nion makes no general Rule. 


the wa{bing away Original Sin, or the putting them into a capacity of Salvation ; and fome of them, 
particularly St. Auftin, fentencing Infantsto Eternal Damnation,if not baptized, 


Qu. 3. df fo, whether the Fathers might not 
be miftaken in the Right of Infants to Baprifm, 
aswell as in the Fudgment ef moft Proteftants 
they are, in the Reafon why they fhould be 


baptized. 


Anf. 3. The anfwer of this Query (if given 
as you would have it) deflroys the few Au- 
thorities you can bring again(t Infant-Bap. 
tifm in che 4th and Fayed Centuries ; 
but it concerns not an univer{al and perpe- 
tual practice, as we have proved. 


Anfwers to your four other Quertes. 


Qu. 1. Whether God hath allowed or enjoyn- 
ed Parents to bring their little Babes, of two or 
ten days old, intoa Covenant with him by Bap- 
tifm, fince *tis not to be found in the Scripture he 
either bath allowed or enjoyned them fo to do? 

Qu. 2. If it cannot be proved he bath requi- 
red any [uch thing at their hands, Whether that 


Anf: 1.- We have already told where he 
allowed and enjoyn’d Infants in covenanting, 
and we expect of you to fhew us where it 
was repeal’d, if you will juftifie your neg- 
lect of it, or condemn ours. 

Anf. 2. This falls with the firft,being buile 
upon the fame Foundation with the firit. 


Covenant can be faid to bind their Confciences when they come to Age, e[pecially fince they gave 


no Confent to it, nor were capable fo to do? 

Q. 3. and 4. If this pretended Covenant was 
not of God's appoint ment ,1 query, bow thefe Chil- 
dren who refuse to agree to the faid Covenant 
when at Age, can thereby be guilty, 1. Of re- 


Anf. 3. and 4. We have nothing to do 
with this Charge ; thefe feven Aflertions 
are none of ours, nor any where to be found 
amongit what we ever faid or wrote; fo 


jecting Chrift ; 2. Of renouncing the Bleffingsof that’ tis impertinent to bring em here, and 


the Go/pel 5 3. «1nd that'tas Rebellion continued 


rail at “em as ‘fewifh, Turkifh, &c. 


againjt their Maker ; 4. That’tis Ingratitade and Perjury so their Redeemer 5 5. Grofs Injuftice 
to their Parents; 6. That'tis felf-kiling Cruelty to their own'Souls; 7. And a damning Sin. 


“OQ 4. query, Whether this be good Divinityy:not. rather 
unwarrantable Articles of Faith, taken out of the Shia 
by as good Authority, be put into a Chriftian Catechi 


‘a\frrange Dottrine ? And whether 
Talmud, or Turkifh Alcoran, may not 
m, as fuch Afferrions as thefe ? 


Anvfwers to four Queries fent by another hand. 


Qu. 1. Whether Traditions,fewifh Talmuds, 


the Opinion of private Dottors, Schoolmen, &c. an 


Anf, 1. See eg foregoing Appendix for 


An{wer to 


be a fufficient Warrant for the Churches to cfablifh [uch aPrattice, thas bath neither Precept nor 
Example in the holy Scriptures. 


Qu. 2: Since the pretended Foundation of 
Infant-Baptifm, ( viz. its abfolute neceffity to 
Salvation) proving to be a mii ake of the Text, 
Joh. 3. 5. 4 #% generally acknowledged by Pro- 
refants, Whether the Stru@ure ought mot to 
fall with it, as it did in the Cafe of giving the 
Child the Eucharift ? 

Qu. 3. Whether the Faith of the Parent, or 
Goffip, on the Child's behalf, be required of God, 
or will be imputed tothe Child by God? If not, 
why ventur'd on, and not rather awaiting for 
Fzith in the Subjet; as required in HolyWrit, 
by the Apoftles and Primitive Churches, and 


Anf. 2. Prove your firft Author that ex- 
ed this Text, and we'll prove Infanr- 
ptifm feveral hundred years:in the Pri- 
mitive Church. before fuch Expofition was 
ever made, which will evince chac Infane- 
Baptifm depended not upon that Expofition, 
and therefore ought not to fall. with ie. 

Anf. 3. Such practice was in the Jewith 
Church, and never contradicted by Chrift 
or his Apoftles, nor but by one Father (as 
we read of) in the Primitive Charch,whom 
we have before cited, therefore we think 
it very reafonable to continue.it. | 


feemingly by the Church of England in her Catechifm? 


QO. 4. Whether the Church hath a good W ar- 
rant that wil juftifie ber before God, in chang- 


An. 4. This we have fully anfwer’d be- 
fore. 


ing the Mode from Dipping to Sprinkling? and whether that Alteration doth fo wel anfwer the 
Defign of the Hely God, as that Ceremony which himfelf appointed 2 


As to the Pofticript, there’s nothing bur whar’s the 
old o're and o’re 5 only two things are of very great 
confequence, and upon which the whole ftrefs of the 
Queftion lies, co wit, thac of Repealing Infants Privi- 
ledges, and che Teftimony of the Fachers. 

As to the firft, viz. That of Repealing Infants, you en- 
gage our Syllogifm, which is chus laid down, 


Ax Ordinance once enjoyn'd and never repeal d, is always 
in force? But the Ordinance of Childrens Incovtnamting was 
once enjoyn'd, and weverrepeal'd, Ergo, &c. 


You deny our Minor, and fay, it was repeal’d, alledg- 
ing, —Ae took away the fir, chat be might eftablifh the 
(ecomd, Heb. And Now the Ax is laid to the root of the 
Trt, &c. Matth.3. To the fojt of thefe Texts we an- 
(wer, you prove a Change of the Covenants, but not of 
the Subje&s of the Covenanr, fo that ic ftill lies upon 
your hands; as to the /ait Text, either Children are 
concern’d init, or they are not; if they are concero‘d, 
then they are all damn’d, for they cannot bring forth good 
fruit: If they are not concern’d, to what end did you 
bring ir? So that the Argument is yet untouch'd. 

The next thing we meet with of moment in your 
Poftfeript, is fome {mall Animadverfions upon the Au- 
thority of the Farkers; you challenge us to prove one 
Inftance in the firft or fecond Century for Infant-Bap- 
tifm, telling us, that all we have depends upon Ori- 
gen’s Teftimony ; cake one that was his Senior by forty 
fix years, and who liv’d in che fecord Century, ‘tis Ive- 
naus, from whom you have thefe four Tefiimonics , 


Lib. 2, ¢. 39. adv. Hertfts, Chriftus enim, &c, Chriff 
did fandiifie EVERY AGE by his own Sufception of it, and 
Similitude to it, &c. In Epift. ad Rom. t §. protoc e& Ec- 
clefia 2b Apoftolis Traditionem Sufcipit etiam PARVULIS 
Baptifmum dare, ce. For rhis allo did the Church learn from 
the Apofties to baptize CHILDREN, &c. In Lucam Homil.t 4. 
PARVULI baptizantar in Remiffionem-pectaterum, CHIL 
DREN (or little ones) are baptized for, toe Remiffion of . finte 
Et in Lib. Homil. 8. propterea baptizantur & PARVULL 
Children are alfo baptized. —We expe@ a full Anfwer to 
this, or pretend to no more Aurhorities.—What you 
urge out of Greg. Nazianzen is talfe, (or he contradias 
himéelr ) in Orat. 40, 1x Sand. Baptifma, he fays, Nimoy 
601 ool — Halt thoua Child? let not fin get the advantage, but 
let bim be fandlified from bis Infancy,&c. And afterwards 
Ese) rove quot wea he al vileJav 73 Baaioua, &c, 
Thus for the Baptifm of touje toat defire Baptifm 5 but what {bald 
we fay of Infants, who are jenfiole neither of the Gain nor Lofs 
of tt, (hall we baptize*em? mot certainly, &c. You cite 
Dr. Barlow, who fuys, Tertullian condemns Infant- Baptifm 
as unwarrantable and irrational, Thus you bring in 
Mr. Daile and Danvers for the fame purpofe ; but thofe 
that confult Hiftory and Tertalians Contemporaries, will 
find that it began to grow into a Cuftom to baprize the 
Children of Heathen:,which therefore Tertullian oppos'd; 
befides, he was otherwife erroneous, and was for defer- 
ring the Baptifgn of Virgins and Widdows till they were 
married ; "twas in the begianing of the third Century ; 
but by the by all thefe are Arguments for Infanc-Baptifm, 
for that could tot be oppos'd which had nox a being. 


Pofticript. 


ND now Gentlemen, upon the whoie, the weight 

of the Difpure lies inthis ; You afk for a Divine 

Command for Infanc-Baptifm, we afk for a Divine Re- 

peal of the Righcs chae Children once had to the Cove- 
nant. 

To gratifie our demand, you brought us two Texts 
(as above) the one of ‘em we have fhewn docs only fig- 
pifie a change of the Covenants, but nor the Subje&s of 
the Covenants; the other ( we have prov'd ) cannot 
concern Children, but the confequence will be damna- 
tion to all the Children that ever have or fhall be born. 

To gratifie your demand ,we have fhewn that Children 
once were in the Covenant, that the Jews did baprize, 
profelyting Men, Women and Children into their Reli- 
ion, that our Saviour continued the Cuflom , and 

y his Authority made it of Divine Infticution ; and thar 
ir being a general Cuftom, a general Commifiion. was 
enough, viz. Diftiple all Nations, 8c. which the Apoftle 
St. Peter ( 4&s 2, 29.) And the firft Fathers of the Pri- 
mitive Church took in a general fenfe., that we have 
frequent mention of it in Ireneus, Clemens, Juftia Martyr 
Origen, Cyprian, Fidus,&c, And now after all, to avoi 
Ecernal Comtroverfies, we'll cut the work fhort with you, 


~gemuous for che future, as not to fay we ha 
-ed fuch and fuch Queries when we had never fen ‘em. 


and give you up the caufe,if you can do thefe three things, 

1. Prove the Repealing of the Priviledges that Children 
once bad with their Parents. 

2. Or, A Confutation of the Authorities we bave brought for 
Infant-Baptifm. - 

3. Or laftly, To give ys an Inflance amonfMt the firft Fa- 
thers of the Primitive Church where Infant Baptif is but once 
mintioned, as inortbodox before. many Inftances that we bave 
brought whertin it is mentioned as orthodox. 

If you are able to undertake the Propofals, do it, if 
not, we defire you would give a publick fatisfaGtion to 
thofe you may have mif-led, by acknowledging your Er- 
rours 5 but we defire to be freed from the impertinen- 
cies of one of your Party, who has hitherto been fo dit. 
ingenuous to make anoife, and run away with our Ar-. 
guments without thinking what they were for, 
znd then to fay, They do not conclude fo, fo, which we were 
intended they fhould ; fuch a perfon we think not fir to 
difpute with— You fhall,if there be occafion,hear from us : 
every nine wecks im the twelve Numbers, fix of the nine 

we'll allow you to make good your Party ; but be 0 in- 


Ve not an{wer- 


